A comparative analysis of Sava, Tisza, Dniester transborder water river basin management agreement and cooperative policies and their impact on the enhancing of mutual understanding and the well being of people involved by Martignago, Gabriele
	  A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF SAVA, TISZA, DNIESTER TRANSBORDER WATER RIVER BASIN MANAGEMENT AGREEMENTS 
AND COOPERATION POLICIES AND THEIR IMPACT ON THE ENHANCING OF MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING AND THE WELLBEING OF 
PEOPLE INVOLVED.	  
PhD	  Dissertation	  	  
Gabriele	  Martignago	  
ABSTRACT 
      Water is a natural resource indispensable to life. Throughout history, water has mostly been 
viewed as a source of conflict, this bias often eclipsing its significant opportunity for cooperation 
potential. In the past two centuries, the growing pressure exerted on water resources by traditional 
and new water uses has increased dramatically; Today, IWRM is the modern water governance 
paradigm, parsed on the concept of water as a “social and economic good”, which has gained wide 
acceptance lately; new International Conventions have been adopted. This in turn has prompted a 
shift in axis of water governance: from a supply led to a demand driven approach. In the EU, the 
enactment of the Water Framework Directive (EU WFD) in 2000 represented a major turning point in 
the governance of freshwater resources. All EU river basins must develop a River Basin Management 
Plan (RBMP) having as benchmark the “good status” of their waters by 2015. During the RBMP’ s 
planning stage the river basin authorities must inform and consult the citizens and actively involve  
stakeholders (Public Participation). Since the EU WFD represents one of the first examples of EU 
legislation which explicitly upholds the boundaries of a biophysical system over the political-
administrative institutions governing them, the PhD dissertation sets out to explore whether the EU 
FWD ‘induced’ PP process can enhance the mutual understanding and wellbeing of basin riparian 
people living in and around the EU borders. To this end, it focuses on and compares the “Public 
Participation” process features of the water governance regimes of three transborder river basins - 
Sava, Tisza, and Dniester, all located in and around one of the more socioeconomically and 
politically complex EU borders. Being the first investigation that has attempted this kind of 
comparative analysis, the roof level’ findings concerning the three case studies and the rationale 
underpinning their interpretation may serve as a starting point for further research in this field.  
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PhD dissertation background  
 
The earth’s largest freshwater reserves are located in its more than 200 transborder 1 
river basins (of which, more than 70 are in Europe), covering more than 50% of the 
planet’s surface land and hosting more than 60% of the world’s population(Wolf, 
1998)2.  
 
Two-thirds of these basins have already some cooperative arrangements in place. A few 
(but a growing number, at least in Western countries) of these cooperative 
arrangements rely on dedicated organizations for carrying out the cooperative 
arrangement’s provisions.   
 
In the last years: 
 the pressure exerted on water resources by traditional and new water uses has 
increased dramatically;  
 
 IWRM (Integrated Water Resources Management) has consolidated its position 
as the mainstream modern water governance paradigm; 
 
 the concept of water as a “social and economic good” has gained wide 
acceptance;  
 
 new International Conventions have been adopted.  
 
This in turn has changed the very nature of water governance: from a supply led to a 
demand driven water management approach.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 
Transboundary refers to socio, cultural, political and administrative cleavages while the term transborder, more specifically, 
refers to states’ political jurisdictions and for the purposes of this dissertation, is congruent in meaning to ‘international’. 
 
2 Wolf, A. T. (1998). Conflict and cooperation along international waterways. Water Policy, 1, (1), 251-265.  
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In the EU, the enactment of the Water Framework Directive (EU WFD) in 2000 has 
signified a major turnaround point in the governance of freshwater resources.  
Following its entry into force, all EU river basins are required to develop a River Basin 
Management Plan (RBMP) geared towards the ultimate goal of achieving a ‘good’ 
water status of all water bodies within EU territories by 2015. Of paramount 
significance in this process is public participation, which obliges river basin authorities 
to inform, consult and possibly actively involve citizens in decisionmaking concerning 
the RBM plan.   
 
Since the EU WFD represents one of the first examples of EU legislation which 
explicitly upheld the boundaries of a biophysical system over the political-
administrative institutions governing them, this PhD dissertation sets out to explore 
whether the EU induced PP process can enhance the mutual understanding and 
wellbeing of the people living in river basins situated in and around the EU borders.  
 
To this end, the dissertation focuses on comparing the “Public Participation” 
features in the transborder water governance regimes of the following  three basin 
rivers - Sava, Tisza, and Dniester river basins, which are  located in and around one of 
the most socioeconomically and politically complex borders in Europe- the  Eastern and 
Southeastern frontiers.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  
	  
4	  
	  
 
Presentation of PhD dissertation structure 
 
The aim of this PhD dissertation is to find out if “Public Participation” in European 
transborder river management may be as effective as it is commonly presumed in 
enhancing the mutual understanding and wellbeing of the people living in river basins.  
 
Given the quintessential nature of water management as “conflict management”, 
Chapter one deals with the issue of conflict while Chapter two focuses on the  issue of 
cooperation as a prerequisite for an effective Integrated Water Resources Management  
(IWRM). 
 
For IWRM to deliver its results an apt water governance regime need to be in place. 
Chapter three focuses on Transborder water governance regimes and introduces the 
role of Public Participation in river basin management. 
 
Chapter four presents  International Sava River Basin 
 
Chapter five presents International Tisza River Basin 
 
Chapter six presents International Dniester River  Basin 
 
Chapter seven presents the ‘roof level’ findings concerning the three case studies and 
the rationale underpinning their interpretation. 
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“We do not inherit the earth from our ancestors; we borrow it from our children." 
(Native American saying) 
 
1. ON CONFLICT AND COOPERATION IN SHARING WATER 
An examination of the various schools of thought on conflict and cooperation in 
transborder water management is provided in the “Annotated literature review on the 
nexus of water conflict and its governance” in Annex 1.  
Box 1.1: Foreword 
Source: Crawford,S.(1988).Mayordomo: Chronicle of an Acequia in Northern New 
Mexico 
Stanley Crawford, a former mayordomo (ditch manager) of an acequia (irrigation 
ditch) in New Mexico, writes of two neighbors who “have never been on good 
terms…the lower neighbor commonly accusing the upper of never letting any water 
pass downstream to his place and then of dumping trash into it whenever he rarely 
does.” Such rivalries over water have been the source of disputes since the Neolithic 
revolution, when humans settled down to cultivate food between 8000 and 6000 BC. 
Our language reflects these ancient roots: “rivalry” comes from the Latin rivalis, or 
“one using the same river as another.” Riparians —countries or provinces bordering 
the same river—are often rivals for the water they share. Today the downstream 
neighbor’s complaint about the upstream riparian is echoed by Syria about Turkey, 
Pakistan about India, and Egypt about Ethiopia. 
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1.1. Introduction 
Water is a vital resource which has no substitute; unlike other scarce, consumable 
resources, water is used to fuel all facets of society, from biology and economy to 
aesthetics and spiritual practice (Wolf, Kramer & Dabelko, 2005)3, as well as to provide 
life to the grand diversity of land and marine ecosystems that characterize our planet. In 
fact, wherever there is life there is water, and just like life itself, the meaning of water 
can be best understood if we look at it as a cycle, a pattern that sequences itself across 
three different states of matter and a wide spectrum of different environments, 
accounting for its ubiquity on a planetary scale.  
A major implication of all this is that all water resources are interlinked among 
themselves in a “family tree” type of relationship, in such a way that surface water is 
related to groundwater and fresh water is related to rivers, lakes and even oceans.  
Historically, there has always been some form of mismatch between human needs and 
freshwater availability in some place on Earth (Cosgrove, 2003)4 sparking the 
realization for the need of managing this resource in the most efficient manner possible 
and tackling the numerous challenges that this endeavor calls has summoned.  
Today, mankind’s ingenuity is called to value all water dimensions in order to best 
serve all possible multiple development objectives. This implies that water governance 
is called to navigate among competing interests such as those of domestic users, 
farmers, hydropower generators, recreational users, ecosystems, etc.  
The contemporary world we live in is witnessing an extraordinary socio, economic and 
demographic pressure on freshwater uses, which renders it ever more a scarce resource; 
this applies even where it used to be abundant. At the same time an unprecedented 
number of people is lacking access to a basic safe, stable supply of freshwater.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 Wolf, A.T., Kramer,A.,Carisu, A., & Dabelko, G.D. (2005). Managing water conflict and cooperation. In State of the world 
2005: redefining global security. Chapter (5) World Watch Institute: Washington, D.C.   Retrieved from: 
http://www.transboundarywaters.orst.edu/publications/abst_docs/wolf_sow_2005.pdf 
	  
4 Cosgrove, W.J.(ed.).(2003). Water security and peace - A synthesis of studies prepared under the PCCP-Water for Peace process. 
UNESCO-IHP, PCCP Series Publication (108).  Retrieved from: www.unwater.org/wwd09/downloads/133318e.pdf	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As exploitation of the world’s freshwater supplies increases, securing the adequate 
quantity and quality of freshwater is becoming an increasingly acute and complex 
problem for present day and future generations. This challenge of contemporary water 
governance is more and more addressed within the conceptual framework of ‘water 
security’. 
Given the swelling demand for freshwater and the increasing deterioration of its 
quantity and quality, the choices on usage that have to be made are often at odds with 
those of others, and the probability of a mutually acceptable solution falls exponentially 
in proportion to the total number of stakeholders (Wolf et al., 2005).  
Following this logic, the addition of international boundaries would, in all likelihood, 
further lower the chances of a successful agreement. It would appear, therefore, that 
conflict is an unavoidable and permanent aspect of water security governance and that 
without a mutual solution, the parties involved can find themselves in dispute, and even 
violent conflict with each other.  
1.1.a. On the concept of “conflict” in the context of “water security governance” 
The concept of conflict is not necessarily synonymous with armed or violent conflict; it 
rather indicates a situation of disagreement. 
Wallensteen (2002)5 provides a viable definition: “A conflict is a social situation in 
which at least two actors try to, at the same time, gain access to the same set of scarce 
resources.”6  
In conventional wisdom, conflict evokes a negative association. Conflict per se, 
however, does not have to be negative. Most societies have institutions that deal with 
conflicts: legal systems, democratic or participative procedures, etc. It is when these 
systems are not in place or do not work properly that conflicts can be become 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Wallensteen, P.(2002).Understanding conflict resolution: war, peace and the global system (London: SAGE) 
6 A number of conflicts definitions are available. In addition to Wallensteen (2002), see for instance Conflict Sensitivity 
Consortium (2004). The latter has produced a resource pack paper consisting of tools for peace and conflict impact assessment in 
Africa. 
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detrimental for the affected societies.  Water conflicts are no exception and can be 
illustrated with the following ‘conflict triangle’ (Box 1.2). 
Box 1.2: ‘The conflict triangle’ 
Source: Swedish Water House (2005)7 
 
                                        Figure 1.1: The conflict triangle (SWH, 2005) 
Incompatibilities over resources create grievances or conflicts. Bearing in mind that a 
scarce resource doesn’t necessarily imply that it is limited, incompatibility arise over the 
use and distribution of a resource. The perception of a resource as limited is often 
connected to inequalities in the distribution. This is especially important when 
considering water related conflict. In some situations there is obviously a true physical 
scarcity, but conflicts over distribution are probably more common. A consistent result 
of research on conflict is that the gap between different groups in society is often a more 
important factor spurring conflict than the absolute levels of income, of access to 
resources and services, etc. of the groups. 
Attitudes are the standpoints of the actors in the conflict. They are often replaced with 
actors or interests to make it more evident that these are the actual parties to a conflict. 
The parties in a conflict can of course be more than two; in many local conflicts or in 
situations of social conflict that turn violent, there are several actors. This underlines the 
importance of thoroughly investigating all possible actors in a conflict.  
The Dynamics are the way the conflict evolves, whether violent or not. Conflicts often 
change in intensity over time. By studying escalation and de-escalation the dynamics of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7
Swedish Water House.(2005).Local conflict and water: addressing conflicts in water projects. Retrieved from: 
http://www.swedishwaterhouse.se/swh/resources/20051017114417Conflicts_Water_Projects_050823.pdf 
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a conflict can be understood; the historical background of conflict is often important to 
comprehend present tension, etc. 
1.1.b. On Water Security Governance: Problems and Challenges  
Historical evidence shows that human ingenuity has always developed viable ways to 
address water shortages and cooperate in managing water resources. This ability seems 
to have been a common thread in mankind’s evolutionary history over the millennia as 
human beings have always learned to adapt or cope with water shortages and 
mismatches: at first by following the water, settling near rivers, lakes, and springs, and 
moving to others if these dried up because of climate variability, then after as 
technology evolved, moving the water to them by building reservoirs, aqueducts, and 
stations (Cosgrove, 2003).  
As it is habitually the case, the adoption of the new solutions eventually galvanize into 
being a series of novel challenges.  Contemporary water security governance challenges 
are overwhelmingly related to unprecedented socio-demographic changes that have 
severely altered the symbiosis equilibrium with the environment and drastically altered 
the landscape of the world.  
In the past century population has mushroomed and large cities and megacities have 
developed. Water consumption has risen manifold to quench the thirst of a rapidly 
growing world population as well as to feed the industries that fuel economic growth 
worldwide. Pollution loads have outstripped the capacity of ecosystems to respond. 
Locally and regionally, competition for water is increasing. To this must be added the 
threats to regional and global ecosystems caused by anthropogenic and natural climate 
changes (Cosgrove, 2003). 
In short, human activities have had a severely adverse impact on the ecological status of 
the planet and its resources, including water. Three major kinds of problems can be 
identified and associated with water resources: water quality, water quantity and 
ecosystem problems. 
In view of all these challenges, the need for an effective cooperation on the usage of 
water resources becomes rather conspicuous.  
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In a river basin that traverses an international border, a political regional boundary, or a 
general boundary of different jurisdiction, the basis of a conflict is most often the 
implementation of developments by a stakeholder within its territory. Water conflicts 
may be related to a number of other issues including water quantity, water quality, 
management of multiple use, political divisions, geopolitical setting, level of national 
development, hydro-political issues at stake, and institutional control of water resources. 
A visual illustration of water security governance problems and challenges from 
UNESCO project “Potential Conflicts to Cooperation Potential” follows in Box 1.3. 
Box 1.3: Water security governance problems and challenges                                    
Source: Cosgrove (2003) 
 
         Figure 1.2: Water security governance problems and challenges  
                            (After Le-huu, 2001 in Cosgrove, 2003)8  
 
The human factors include: 
 increasing population which impose growing demands on water supplies, often 
leading to unsustainable withdrawals. 
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  Source: see note 2.	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 agriculture,  industrial and other  economic  activities  which, in addition to their 
needs, generate wastes that are usually discharged into water bodies (Moreover, the 
environment and supporting ecosystems require water too, and meeting those 
requirements often conflicts with meeting other demands.) 
The natural factors include the erratic natural distribution, extreme climatic events 
(such as floods, droughts, and cyclones), arid and semi-arid climates, and local natural 
conditions. 
The economic and political factors. Although these factors have a strong interaction 
with the key factors affecting the water sphere directly, they may originate 
independently from the water sphere as a result of a lack of detailed information or good 
management of water resources or by differences in the perception of a fair and 
equitable share of the water resources.  
  
Box 1.4: Shared water conflicts: key issues                                                                
Source: Wolf et al. (2005) 
While the underlying reasons for water-related controversy can be numerous, such as 
power struggles and competing development interests, all water disputes can be 
attributed to one or more of three issues: quantity, quality, and timing. 
Competing claims for a limited quantity of water are the most obvious reason for water 
related conflict. But even when pressure on the resource is limited, its allocation to 
different uses and users can be highly contested.  
Another contentious issue is water quality. Low quality—whether caused by pollution 
from wastewater and pesticides or excessive levels of salt, nutrients, or suspended 
solids—makes water inappropriate for industry, agriculture and can pose serious threats 
to human and ecosystem health. Water quality degradation can therefore become a 
source of dispute between those who cause it and those affected by it.  
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Water quality is closely linked to quantity: decreasing water quantity concentrates 
pollution, while excessive water quantity, such as flooding, can lead to contamination 
from overflowing sewage. 
Third, the timing of water flow is important in many ways. Thus the operational 
patterns of dams are often contested. Upstream users, for example, might release water 
from reservoirs in the hydropower production, while downstream users might need it 
for irrigation in the summer. In addition, water flow patterns are crucial to maintaining 
freshwater ecosystems that depend on seasonal flooding. 
Water related conflicts can occur on many geographic scales, but the dynamics of 
conflict play out differently at international, national, and local levels. The key to 
understanding— and preventing—water-related conflicts can be found in the 
institutions established to manage water resources. 
 International 
Disputes can arise between riparian countries on transborder waters. Very little  
violence, but existing tensions between parties are pervasive and difficult to  
overcome, resulting in degraded political relations, inefficient water management,  
and ecosystem neglect. Long, rich record of conflict resolution and development of  
resilient institutions. 
 National 
Disputes can arise between subnational political units, including provinces, ethnic or  
religious groups, or economic sectors. Higher potential for violence than at  
international level. Rationale for international involvement is more difficult, given  
national sovereignty concerns. 
 Local (indirect)  
Loss of water-based livelihoods (due to loss of irrigation water or freshwater  
ecosystems) can lead to politically destabilizing migrations to cities or neighboring   
countries. Local instability can destabilize regions; Poverty alleviation is implicitly  
tied to ameliorating security. 
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Following this introductory section, the dissertation will now introduce the main facts 
and findings on transborder conflicts and cooperation. 
 
1.2. International/Transborder Conflict and Cooperation  
	  
1.2.a. International Freshwater River Basins 
Water related conflicts are often thought to manifest themselves on the international 
level. This is rather intuitive as the numerous shared water bodies that define almost 
half of the planet’s surface transcend political boundaries, lending credibility to the 
perception that conflicts centering on water resources are of a transborder character 
almost ‘by default’. 
Box 1.5: Transborder Freshwater River Basins 
Source: Oregon State University “Transboundary Freshwater Dispute Database9 
International basins that include political boundaries of two or more countries cover 
45.3 percent of Earth’s land surface, host about 40 percent of the world’s population, 
and account for approximately 60 percent of global river flow. And the number is 
growing: in 1978 the United Nations listed 214 international basins (in the last official 
count). 
Today there are 263, largely due to the “internationalization” of basins through political 
changes like the breakup of the Soviet Union and the Balkan states, as well as access to 
improved mapping technology.  
Strikingly, territory in 145 nations falls within international basins, and 33 countries are 
located almost entirely within these basins. 
The high level of interdependence is illustrated by the number of countries sharing each 
international basin; the dilemmas posed by basins like the Danube (shared by 17 
countries) or the Nile (10 countries) can be easily imagined.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 Database available at: www.transboundarywaters.orst.edu/database/	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Number of Countries Sharing a Water Basin  
 Three countries 
Asi (Orontes), Awash, Cavally, Cestos, Chiloango, Dniester, Drin, Ebro,  
Essequibo, Gambia, Garonne, Gash, Geba, Har Us Nur, Hari (Harirud), Helmand,  
Hondo, Ili (Kunes He),Incomati, Irrawaddy, Juba-Shibeli, Kemi, Lake Prespa, Lake  
Titicaca-Poopo System,  Lempa,Maputo, Maritsa, Maroni, Moa, Neretva, Ntem, Ob,  
Oueme, Pasvik, Red (Song Hong), Rhone,Ruvuma, Salween, Schelde, Seine, St.  
John, Sulak,Torne (Tornealven), Tumen, Umbeluzi,Vardar,Volga, and Zapaleri 
 Four countries 
Amur, Daugava, Elbe, Indus, Komoe, Lake Turkana, Limpopo, Lotagipi Swamp,  
Narva, Oder(Odra), Ogooue, Okavango, Orange, Po, Pu-Lun-T’o, Sava, Senegal,  
Struma and Tisza/Tisa 
 Five countries 
La Plata, Neman, and Vistula (Wista) 
 Six countries 
Aral Sea, Ganges-Brahmaputra-Meghna, Jordan, Kura-Araks, Mekong,Tarim,Tigris  
and Euphrates (Shatt al Arab), and Volta 
 Eight countries: Amazon and Lake Chad 
 Nine countries : Rhine and Zambezi 
 Ten countries: Nile 
 Eleven countries: Congo and Niger 
 Seventeen countries: Danube 
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1.2.b.  On Transboundary Freshwater Competition:  a Historical Overview of 
Conflict vs. Cooperation 
In the available literature, water related conflicts are often thought to manifest 
themselves on the international level.  
This highly intuitive supposition gives rise to an important implication, namely that 
riparian states may, through their actions, encroach upon national sovereignty.  
Even though it is reasonable to assume that in the international arena water’s non-
replaceable nature and its ever increasing scarcity may provoke political tension, so far 
the historical record shows that - although water supplies and infrastructure have often 
served as military tools or targets – no states have gone to war specifically over water 
resources since the city-states of Lagash and Umma waged war at each other in the 
Tigris- Euphrates basin in 2500 BC (Wolf, 2006)10.  
In the absence of any full-fledged wars and with hundreds of treaties signed on 
transborder water usages, a shift in attention towards the cooperation pole has been 
observed.  
According to the U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization, more than 3,600 water 
treaties were signed from AD 805 to 1984. While most were related to navigation, over 
time a growing number addressed water management, including flood control, 
hydropower projects, or allocations in international basins. Since 1820, more than 400 
water treaties and other water-related agreements have been signed, with more than half 
of these concluded in the past 50 years (Wolf et al., 2005). 
Similarly, Oregon State University has observed that in the last 50 years there have been 
only 37 cases of reported violence between states over water (30 of them in the Middle 
East), while more than 200 water treaties were negotiated between countries. In all, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 Wolf, A.T.(2006). Conflict And Cooperation Over Transboundary Waters (Background paper) in UNDP Human Development 
Report  Office Occasional Paper(2006). Retrieved from: http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/global/hdr2006/papers/wolf_aaron.pdf	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1,228 cooperative events11 were recorded, compared with 507 conflict events, more 
than two-thirds of which involved only low-level verbal hostility (2005). 
More about this topic in boxes 1.6, 1.7 and 1.8.   
Box 1.9 provides a brief overview of Mirumachi’s & Allan’s (2007) innovative 
paradigm on the nexus between water conflict and cooperation.  
Box 1.6: Patterns in International Water Resource Treaties: The Transboundary 
Freshwater Dispute Database (Oregon University) 
Source: Jesse H. Hamner and Aaron T. Wolf (1997)12 
The main outcomes of this classification are:  
124 out of total 145 treaties (86%) are bilateral 
Twenty-one (14%) are multilateral (two of them are unsigned agreements or drafts). 
Principal Focus 
 fifty-seven (39%) focus on hydroelectric generation,  
 fifty-three (37%) focus on distribution of  water for consumption.  
 thirteen (9%) focus on flood control 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 As Wolf(2009) notes-in A long term view of water and international security. Journal of Contemporary Water Research & 
Education, 142. August 2009. 67-75  (2009)-, historical records show that international water disputes do get resolved, even among 
most rival enemies. The water agreements that they have stipulated often prove to be resilient, even when relations are strained, as 
these examples prove: 
• -The Mekong Committee, for example, established by the governments of Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, and Viet Nam as 
an intergovernmental agency in 1957, exchanged data and information on water resources development throughout the 
Viet Nam War.  
• -Israel and Jordan have held secret “picnic table” talks on managing the Jordan River since the unsuccessful Johnston 
negotiations of 1953–55, even though they were at war from Israel’s independence in 1948 until the 1994 treaty.  
-The Indus River Commission survived two major wars between India and Pakistan (Wolf, 2009).  
12 Hamner,J.,H. &Wolf.A,T.(1998). Patterns in international water resource treaties: the transboundary freshwater dispute 
database.Colorado Journal of International Environmental Law and Policy.1997 Yearbook. Retrieved from: 
http://www.transboundarywaters.orst.edu/publications/patterns/	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 nine (6%) mention industrial uses, 
 six (4%) focus on navigation,  
 six (4%) focus primarily on pollution  
 one (<1%) focuses on fishing 
 
Qualifying provisions 
• Seventy-eight (54%) have provisions for monitoring. 
• Fifty-four (37%) clearly defined allocations on water division and utilization. 
• Three deal with groundwater supply. 
 
Observations 
More than half of these treaties do not include any monitoring provisions and, perhaps 
as a consequence, two-thirds do not delineate specific allocations and four-fifths have 
no enforcement mechanism. Nevertheless, significant progress has been made in 
providing an institutional framework for ensuring cooperation, however numerous 
challenges remain that call for a more profound understanding of the underlying 
dynamics and factors that have laid the foundations to the treaties. 
The uniqueness of each basin is repeatedly suggested, both implicitly and explicitly, in 
the texts of the treaties. 
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Box 1.7: Study Report on Transborder Freshwater Cooperation                                     
RELEVANT FINDINGS FROM THE “Program in Water Conflict Management and 
Transformation” of the Institute for Water and Watersheds of Oregon University  (USA) 
directed by Prof. A. T. Wolf published in Wolf et. al. (2005)  
According to the  “Program ‘s research findings: 
 there are no statistically significant parameters that hold explanatory power for 
triggering conflict (democracies were as susceptible to conflict as autocracies, rich 
countries as poor ones, densely populated countries as sparsely populated ones, 
etc.) 
 cooperative events between riparian states outnumbered conflicts by more than two 
to one between 1945 and  2006  (The total number of water-related events between 
nations is also weighted  toward cooperation: 507 conflict-related events versus 
1,228 cooperative, implying that violence over water is neither strategically 
rational, hydrographically effective, nor economically viable.  
 water has also been a productive pathway for building confidence, developing 
cooperation, and preventing conflict, even in particularly contentious basins (In 
some cases, water provides one of the few paths for dialogue in otherwise heated 
bilateral conflicts In politically unsettled regions, water is an essential part of 
regional development negotiations, which serve as de facto conflict - prevention 
strategies  water allocation disagreements were an impediment to peace. 
In addition, the following aspects were observed: 
 First, despite the potential for dispute in international basins, the incidence of 
acute conflict over international water resources is overwhelmed by the rate of 
cooperation (The last 50 years have seen only 37 acute disputes (those involving 
violence), and 30 of those occurred between Israel and one of its neighbors. Non-
Mideast cases account for only 5 acute events, while during the same period 157 
treaties were negotiated and signed. 
 Second, despite the rhetoric most actions taken over water are mild. Of all the 
events, some 43 percent fall between mild verbal support and mild verbal hostility.  
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 Third, the distribution of cooperative events covers a broad spectrum, including 
water quantity, quality, economic development, hydropower, and joint management. 
In contrast, almost 90 % of the conflict-laden events relate to quantity and 
infrastructure. 
 Fourth, despite the lack of violence, water acts as both an irritant and a unifier.  
Comments 
The chairman of the above mentioned program, prof Wolf, champions the view that 
“water is conducive to cooperation”. In light of all the evidence garnered on which his 
conclusions are based, it may be inferred that any conflict instigated by water was 
spurious at best and could not withhold the test of a statistically significant correlation.  
Numerous scholars seem to support the evidence of such conclusions. 
Despite the impressive scale of research conducted, a major critique that can be raised 
against all such studies, further shared by this dissertation, is whether or not all those 
agreements reflect instances of genuine cooperation. In doing so, the very foundations 
on which the line of demarcation between cooperation and conflict rests are being 
questioned. 
 
Box 1.8: On the ‘Eclipsed’ Role of Water Related Local Conflicts 
An annotated synopsis of the most influential research on the topic (with comments) 
Since the emphasis of this PhD dissertation is on the wellbeing of people living in 
transborder river basins, conflicts engendered at the local level cannot be neglected.  
Although much attention has been given to inter-state water conflicts, it needs to be said 
that the latter are not exclusively the purview of international affairs. Water problems 
can, at times, contribute to local instability, which in turn can destabilize a nation. 
The media and literature covering water conflict often treats political entities involved 
as homogeneous ‘monoliths’ (Wolf, 2006), eclipsing the fact that most of water related 
disputes involve clashes amongst different water use sectors, rural and urban 
populations, states or provinces, etc. 
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According to the Swedish Water House (2005), the “nation-state is still the level of 
most development activities and water projects are predominantly national or of a 
regional scope.” As a result, the most prominent water conflicts are more likely to 
occur at a (sub)/national level. (Some research even suggests that the likelihood and 
intensity of violence increases as the geographic scale drops (Wolf, 1998; Ohlsson, 
1999; Allan, Nicol, 1998; Baechler et al, 2002 as cited in Wolf, 2006). 
Both local and national level conflicts have a direct impact on the wellbeing of the 
people involved but also may have important repercussions on the transborder 
cooperation process.  
Research and experience show that there is a certain amount of 
overlap between different kinds of conflicts. Localized conflicts 
can have repercussion on the national stage or even beyond, 
internationally (Swedish Water House, 2005). 
 
Figure 1.3: Overlap between different levels of conflict (SWH, 2005) 
The differences in dynamics between international and intra-state conflicts are virtually 
non-existent. Different conflicts obviously generate different kinds of manifestations 
but it is probably the methods of possible resolution that differ the most between 
international and intra-state conflict. In local and national level conflicts, it is more 
likely that there are institutions and legislation that at least have formal means to 
address the conflict. Even if it is not always an optimal solution, there is often a 
possibility that an overarching authority can take charge of the situation. In transborder 
cases this is less obvious considering the lack of international law covering water issues 
(SWH, 2005). 
The realization that the risk of water-related conflicts is inversely related to 
geographical scale has not yet sparked extensive research on local and national 
conflicts. Most regrettably for the focus of this PhD dissertation, one of the implications 
of this lack of studies is that the socioeconomic wellbeing of locals has so far not 
received due attention from the academia and other bodies conducting research. 
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This much coveted research (from the dissertation’s standpoint)-by taking into account 
the often overlooked role of power asymmetries, which institutional frameworks do not 
always mirror- could integrate this aspect often neglected in the existing mainstream 
literature during the process.  
Before exploring the institutional frameworks that may provide a platform for 
successful instances of cooperation, the dissertation sheds light on a very promising 
perspective on interpreting water conflict and cooperation. 
Box 1.9: Innovative Model 
Source: Mirumachi & Allan (2007)13 
The traditional academic approach  
Cooperation and conflict have often been viewed by the mainstream academia as 
diametrically opposed interaction outcomes that are mutually exclusive14 (see Wolf, 
2003; Yoffe et al., 2003 as cited in Mirumachi & Allan, 2007).  
Craig’s seminal work 
Considering conflict and cooperation as opposing concepts misleadingly simplifies the 
complexity of interactions. As Craig (1993) explained, conflict is a concept that is 
independent of cooperation; not always opposite to it (as cited in Mirumachi & Allan, 
2007). In certain circumstances, conflict may be an integral part of inducing and 
sustaining cooperative behavior. An implication of such understanding is that explicit 
agreements are not necessarily accurate indicators of cooperation. Thus it could be 
argued that the absence of conflict is, at best, only a partial sign of cooperation in first 
place, and a rather poor indicator of the depth of cooperation, provided that there is any. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Mirumachi, N., Allan, J. A.(2007).Revisiting transboundary water governance: power, conflict cooperation and the political 
economy. Proceedings from CAIWA International Conference on Adaptive and Integrated Water Management: Coping with 
Scarcity, 12 - 15 November 2007, Basel, Switzerland. 
14 
As noted in Mirumachi & Allan (2007), previous studies have conceptualized conflict and cooperation as opposing ends of a 
spectrum. For example, the work of Wolf and his group on the Basins at Risk (BAR) project measured water events on a scale of 
conflict and cooperation. The BAR scale determined +7 as the highest cooperation of ‘voluntary unification into one nation over 
water (Yoffe et al. 2003) and -7 as the highest conflict of ‘formal declaration of war over water’ (Yoffe,et al. 2003) . 
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Cooperation might be imposed on a party without its explicit will or a party may be 
forced to accept some terms/conditions to its dismay.  
An innovative approach 
On the basis of these arguments which call for an understanding of the intensity of 
cooperation and its level of genuineness, Mirumachi & Allan (2007) have posited that 
conflict and cooperation actually coexist and that their coexistence is defined by 
different levels of intensities of collaboration and/or disputes, backed by different 
interests as well as choices of actions that are predominantly shaped by power 
asymmetries. Power asymmetries seem to be of particular relevance on the international 
level, where typically an economic/military hegemon often shapes the course of 
international relations to his favor and/or national interest, at the expense of others.  
This coexistence is explored in great depth by the two authors, who propose an original 
model for observing and better understanding the dynamics of power in water 
governance. The claim is that relations of basin states evolve over time, experiencing 
periods of both interaction and non interaction. More specifically, relations evolve 
through co-existing conflicting and cooperative interactions. 
The TWINS model (Transboundary Waters Interaction Nexus) can best be described as 
a 'space diagram' for tracing the trajectory of interacting riparian relations through time. 
The model allows for plotting the state of transboundary relations at a particular point in 
time, as well as through the different phases of the relationship. This kind of novel 
conceptual framework allows for a systematic analysis of conflict and cooperation 
across river basins, especially the transborder ones. 
The diagram lends itself neatly for the sequencing of the differing intensities of co-
existing conflict and cooperation, which allows for a graphical visualization of the role 
of power in water allocation,development and management.  
The model proposed by Mirumachi&Allan is useful in shedding light on the role of 
power asymmetries in water allocations, development and management in  transborder 
relations.  
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    Figure 1.4: Three 'faces of power' in the Twins model (Mirumachi& Allan, 2007) 
In particular, cooperative transborder behavior as well as the evolution of regulatory 
institutions itself are closely associated with the diversity and strength of the economies 
of the riparian states. Clearly, stronger economies with stable political systems enjoy 
options that poor countries are not endowed with, or at least not to that extent.  
The study shows that richer countries can more easily adjust to the driving forces 
shaping international relations over water and achieve their water security goals, either 
via trade or through technology.   
The authors posit that the way international relations over water are shaped need to be 
understood in the context of co-existing conflict and cooperation determined by power 
relations and the status of the political economies of the respective engaged riparians. In 
this perspective it can be said that not all cooperation is necessarily welcome, equitable 
and beneficial to all riparians. 
Remark 
The arguments provided by these authors lend justice to the experience of practitioners 
engaged in water security governance. 
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1.3 .  On the Governance of Shared Waters 
Methodological note: In developing this topic the dissertation chose to follow the views 
championed by the Global Water Partnership as these views have gained the consensus 
of most of scholars and water practitioners.  
Box 1.10: Preface 
A UNESCO INTERNATIONAL HYDROLOGICAL PROGRAMME ON 
GOVERNANCE PERSPECTIVE 
Source: PCCP Water for Peace Process (2003)15. 
Recognizing the current shortcomings and building on nascent trends, major 
institutional changes over the next twenty-five years should indeed be based on a few 
sound and generally agreed guiding principles. The following paragraphs describe 
some of the characteristics of a desirable and achievable society.  
An ideology of sustainability would be promoted to displace the consumption oriented 
values present in, and spreading from, the Western industrialized world. New attitudes 
and behaviors are needed among individuals and society everywhere. Resource 
management principles increasingly recognize that human activity is determining or co-
creating future ecosystems. The design of institutions should reflect a shift from 
developing new water resources to demand management and sharing water, as well as 
from issues of quantity only to one of quality–quantity.  
Water management during the next twenty-five years should occur through planning at 
the level of river basins, with the designing, implementation, operation, 
decommissioning, and financing conducted at the appropriate subsidiary level or even 
by the private sector. The design of institutions would reflect this. This will lead to 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 An UNESCO-Green Cross International Initiative (2003). Retrieved from 
http://www.unwater.org/wwd09/downloads/133318e.pdf 
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greater diversity in the types of institutions, based on a higher degree of agreement on 
the principles of sharing water. Multi-use arbitration and multi-use participation, 
including public–private partnerships, should be incorporated into the overall 
management strategy. Drinking water, health, agriculture, environment, industry, and 
recreation interests would be represented and have established arbitration in the river 
basin management system. The human and environmental values of rural areas will be 
given more weight in the allocation and regulation of resources to counter the rapid 
trend to urbanization.  
Management systems should incorporate the maximum possible transparency to explain 
the issues to the widest possible public. Maximum possible user cost recovery would 
become another management goal. There would be recognition that water is a social 
good and that some benefits do not lend themselves to charges. Subsidies for such uses 
will continue to be necessary, but would become more transparent, with the recipients 
of subsidy having greater accountability. Delivery of water for both drinking and 
irrigation has monopolistic characteristics that do not allow for the kind of competitive 
supply that is possible with other utilities. Regulatory systems to control them will be 
responsive to citizen input. At the same time, there will be recognition that competition 
drives good service and low prices, and efforts will be made to encourage this, not by 
entrenching monopolies with blanket licenses but with fixed term contracts with clearly 
defined requirements as to outputs.  
To promote capital flows, management would be given objectives and practices of 
stability, predictability, openness, respect of contracts, accountability, and conflict 
resolution. These global management objectives would become the ones with which 
systems on all levels comply. Therefore, the management framework would be 
centralized, but administered at all levels.  
Governance structures must be based on universal ethics and human values that 
recognize the rights of citizens in a universal democracy, promote equity, and replace 
confrontation with partnership mechanisms. Empowerment at the local level would 
promote social and environmental accountability, and enable all stakeholders to 
participate in decisionmaking. Development and application of locally appropriate 
technology will improve lifestyles without causing harm to the environment. 
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Institutional design should reflect this wide range of present circumstances and these 
guiding goals. 
 
Governance is the exercise of economic, political and administrative authority to 
manage a country’s affairs at all levels. It comprises the mechanisms, processes and 
institutions through which citizens and groups articulate their interests, exercise their 
legal rights, meet their obligations and mediate their differences (United Nations 
Development Programme, 200116) 
According to the Global Water Partnership (GWP), governance relates to the broad 
social system of governing, which includes, but is not restricted to, the narrower 
perspective of ‘government’ as the main decision-making political entity (Rogers & 
Hall, 2003)17.  
There is a profoundly political element to governance, which involves balancing various 
interests and facing political realities (2003). One of the key elements of governance is 
to create a framework at an institutional and administrative level within which 
(strangers) ‘unacquainted neighbors’ with different interests can discuss and negotiate 
agreements on cooperation and seek coordination of their actions (2003).  
There is no single definition of governance and as a result, different meanings may be 
employed. Nevertheless, certain basic principles or attributes must be present as a 
common denominator (2003). Successful governance models effectively fit the 
prevailing social, economic and cultural particularities of a country.  
Governance requires some form of binding arbitration for resolving irreconcilable 
differences and this would ultimately reside in governmental and judicial entities at a 
national level or within treaties and intergovernmental agreements at a supranational 
level (2003). 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 UNDP China. Retrieved from: http://www.undp.org.cn/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&catid=10&sid=7 
 
17 Rogers,P.Hall,A.W.(2003). Effective Water Governance. TEC Background Papers (7). Global Water Partnership. Retrieved 
from: http://www.gwptoolbox.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=36&Itemid=61 
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The GWP defines water governance as ‘the range of political, social, economic and 
administrative systems that are in place to develop and manage water resources, and 
the delivery of water services, at different levels of society’ (2003). 
In GWP’s perspective, water governance can be viewed as a subset of the more general 
issue of the creation of a nation’s physical and institutional infrastructure, as well as an 
important vehicle for social cooperation (2003).  
This notion of water governance includes the ability to design public policies and 
institutional frameworks that are socially accepted and capable of mobilizing economic 
and social resources in support of them (2003). 
Considering that each shared water ‘body’ is unique in terms of the issues and 
challenges that it needs to deal with, sound water resource governance and management 
need qualified data-on geographical conditions, climate, size, population, political and 
cultural systems, level of development, the nature of its water resource problems-to be 
interpreted in light of the respective socioeconomic and political context.  
The critical quest for addressing the nexus between water scarcity and the swelling 
demand for new and old water uses, coupled with the new scientific and technological 
advancements, urges for the adoption of innovative concepts and paradigms for the 
governance of water resources.   
From the 80s onwards, these innovative water governance paradigms have been 
deployed in water management for devising ways to manage water resources as a 
‘social and economic good’ in an equitable, efficient and environmentally sustainable 
manner. 
This shift in paradigm was also invigorated by a growing recognition of the need to 
hedge the risks associated with the increasing scarcity of water and the urge to meet 
ecosystem’s requirements for present and future generations, which appended the 
requisite for sharing responsibilities on the development and wellbeing of people 
involved to the already complex challenge of sharing water and water usage benefits. 
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So far, Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM), centred on hydro-
geographical boundaries, has proved to be the most effective water management 
approach for delivering the abovementioned desirable outcomes (In this context, it is 
important to acknowledge that among water practitioners, IWRM generally stands for 
“implementing IWRM for the provision of water services at the river basin level” 
(UNESCO, 2009)18. 
In other words, the ultimate goal of IWRM is to achieve water security for all purposes, 
as well as to manage risks while responding to, and mitigating, water related disasters. 
Water security calls for resolving at all levels (international, national, basin, local) 
tradeoffs between maintaining a proper balance of meeting various sectors’ needs and 
establishing adaptable governance mechanisms for coping with dynamic environmental, 
economic and social circumstances” (UNESCO, 2009 see Box 1.11 Fig. 1.5).  
As the water governance security operational ‘arm’, “IWRM strives for effective and 
reliable delivery of water services” (2009). It does so by coordinating and balancing the 
need (and relative power) of various water-using sectors (2009, see  Box 1.11 Fig. 1.8).  
Given that water is managed mainly locally, IWRM needs to couple the comprehensive 
process for managing water resources in a more sustainable manner with an 
organizational framework based on the principle of subsidiarity (2009, see Box 1.11 
Fig. 1.9). 
Stressing the need for the use of economic principles (See Boxes 1.11 Fig. 1.6 and 1.7) 
for achieving an efficient and effective governance of water resources as a social and 
economic good in accordance with the UN 2001 declaration/Dublin Principles (1992), 
GWP sees IWRM as ‘a process which fosters the coordinated development and 
management of water, land and related resources, in order to maximize the resultant 
economic and social welfare in an equitable manner without compromising the 
sustainability of vital ecosystems’ (Rogers & Hall, 2003). 
GWP’s definition of IWRM implies:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18 UNESCO.(2009). IWRM Guidelines at River Basin Level. Part 1: Principles. Retrieved from: 
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/water/ihp/publications/ 
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• a basin-level perspective, defined by geographical and hydrological 
characteristics, which facilitates: 
1. the integration of downstream and upstream basin’s available surface 
and groundwater resources; 
2. the sustainable usage of land; 
3. the allocation and delivery of reliable and equitable water-dependent 
services through an efficient coordination of river basin operating and 
water management entities (for instance, water public utlities, waste 
plants, etc.), to be achieved along the lines of the principle of 
subsidiarity. 
• a holistic approach that seeks to integrate the governance of the physical 
environment within the broader socio-economic and political framework, 
starting from the integration of the prevailing fragmented sectoral water uses 
management approach (See Box 1.11 Fig. 1.8) 
Box 1. 11 summarizes the core issues surrounding IWRM.  
Box 1.11: On the IWRM Core Underlying Issues 
Source: GWP TAC manual n.4  (2000)19 
	  
Figure 1.5: The challenge of water resource management (GWP, 2000) 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 GWP (2000). Integrated Water Resources Management. TAC Manual (4). Retrieved from:  
http://www.gwptoolbox.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=36&Itemid=61 
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  Figure 1.6: General principles for ‘costing’ water;   Figure 1.7:General principles for ‘valuing’ water   
            Sources: (GWP, 2000)   
           
             Figure 1.8: IWRM and its relations to sub-sectors (GWP, 2000) 
	  
             Figure 1.9:General framework for IWRM (GWP, 2000)	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The latest “economic” tool in analysing a transboundary freshwater river basin’s   
tradeoffs between development potential opportunities and the risks/losses involved is 
the TWO (Transboundary Water Opportunities) model (Philips et al., 2008)20. 
The authors provide an interesting conceptual framework for negotiators to assist 
stakeholders in reaching an agreement over their conflicting interests, which calls for 
the need to identify baskets of benefits that can lead to Positive-Sum Outcomes (PSOs) 
or ‘win-win solutions’ for all parties involved in an agreement.      
Contrary to the vast majority of current cooperative efforts shaped more often than not, 
by asymmetries of power which steer the course of negotiations in favor of hydro 
hegemons, the model values the different interests, abilities, capacities of parties to 
pursue their interests for ushering in a mutually beneficial win-win solution.   
The model, (implicitly) recognized that power asymmetries among members may not be 
conducive to lasting and cooperative consensus. Formally this is reflected in the model 
assumption that the zero-sum dynamic inhibits progress in pursuing collective 
development as it is inherently unstable with a high conflict potential locked in (Turton, 
2008a). 
The authors posit that the adoption of the TWO model may be of value for negotiating a 
“cooperative” agreements at transboundary basin wide level by inducing a shift in the 
stakeholder agenda from “water access” to “water usage benefits”, within a framework 
encompassing the overall sustainable development  of river basin. 
 
 
  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20 Phillips, D.J.H., Allan, J.A., Claassen, M., Granit, J., Jägerskog, A., Kistin, E., Patrick, M., & Tur- ton A. (2008). The TWO 
Analysis: Introducing a Methodology for the Transboundary Waters Opportunity Analysis. Report Nr. 23. SIWI, Stockholm. 
Retrieved from: www.siwi.org/documents/Resources/.../Report23_TWO_Analysis.pdf	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Box 1.12: On the Transboundary Water Opportunity (TWO) Model                  
Source: Philips et al. (2008) 
 
Table 1:  The Conceptual framework for the TWO Analysis, providing examples of 
opportunities that could be realized using the TWO analytical framework in a specific 
river basin (Philips et al., 2008)  
Furthermore the authors posit that “TWO model” can also render the divergence 
between what captures the understanding of sustainability of policy makers and society 
more in general and the understanding of this notion shared by scientists and water 
professionals, who see past the ‘intensely politically motivated asymmetric inter 
riparian power relations that bring about ‘inequities’ (Zeitoun, 2008 as cited in Philips 
et al., 2008).  This divergence is neatly portrayed in Figure 1.10. 
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                Figure 1.10: Trends in the use of water resources (Philips et al., 2008) 
 
1.3.a. Remarks on the ‘Governance’ of Shared Water  
Traditionally, water ‘security’ governance has been a mix of social and economic 
policies set by the government itself. It has now been almost 40 years since the 
innovative IWRM guidelines came into being but, nonetheless, well-developed, socially 
acceptable and economically viable approaches to implement IWRM are still not widely 
available. 
This dissertation maintains that water (security) governance belongs to the political 
domain and that the causes to this state of art are closely related to the socio-political 
dynamics that occurred during this time span. 
As de Soto (2000) points out in his ‘Mystery of Capital‘, “Modern governance can be 
about how to maintain some ‘steering’ capacity in a world full of external (and 
internal) societal independence. Establishing national legal regulations (the rules of the 
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game) becomes increasingly complex as society becomes full of informal 
institutions“(De Soto, 2000)21. 
This argument, which is further examined from a sociological perspective in Bauman’s 
“Liquid Modernity” (2000), seems to provide an additional platform for inferring that 
governance must be flexible enough to accommodate different stakeholders “rights” and 
modus operandi in order to best respond to the requirements of an ever increasingly 
“fluid” socioeconomic, cultural and political environment. 
Having recognized that water security governance is a fundamentally sensitive 
socioeconomic and political issue, this dissertation further asserts that IWRM – as water 
security governance’s operational arm - is more likely to be able to address the 
challenges that an increasingly ‘fluid’ socioeconomic and political context give rises to 
in dealing with  “water scarcity” if it endows itself with the right tools for properly 
handling the long term sustainability and risk implications of water scarcity. 
This endeavour first and foremost requires a commonly agreed upon vision for the river 
basin’s sustainable development and the wellbeing of its current and future generations.  
Once this vision is established, IWRM needs to complement its existing ‘metered’ and 
economic/enterprise-based tools used in “sharing water and the benefits of water 
uses“with those deemed necessary for pursuing the sharing of responsibilities that a 
commonly shared, basin wide vision entails. 
In other words, as a modern water management system, IWRM is called to incorporate 
the technical ‘meterage’ and economic evaluation tools with those belonging to the 
uncharted political domain of pursuing basin wide sustainable development goals, 
“distributing benefits” and “allocating costs”. It is further argued that the sheer level of 
complexity of this domain can be operationally managed and that a multivariable risk 
and opportunity analysis may serve as a valid starting point in tackling this challenge. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 De Soto, H.(2000). The Mystery of Capital: Why capitalism triumphs in the West and fails everywhere else. New York: Basic 
Books 
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IWRM is not only required for avoiding a crisis that can potentially put at risk “the 
water system that we depend on for our survival” (World Water Commission, 2000)22, 
but above all, for delivering an efficient and effective management of scarce water 
resources.  
According to GWP, for this to be effectively attained, water security governance must 
integrate its technical expertise with qualified public participation ‘for developing the 
social capital vital for the implementation of sustainable, effective and welfare 
orientated risk management’ (Rees, 2002)23. 
Personal experience shows that multi variable risk analysis tools are increasingly being 
adopted by IWRM practitioners in response to the heightened complexity of the 
“political stress on water scarcity” issues but are still to gain prominence among 
scholars interested in devising conceptual guidelines for exploring and addressing the 
political dimension of the opportunities and risks involved in sharing water, benefits 
and responsibilities.  
 
1.4 .  On Water Management Institutional Capacity 
1.4.a. Water Management Institutional Capacity: at the heart of water conflict & 
cooperation  
For the most part, a society’s problems arising from the clash of interests of two or 
more different groups are not rooted in the existence of conflicts per se, which are 
intrinsic to human nature interactions, but rather in the institutional frameworks that are 
either not in place or do not work properly for managing them.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22 World Water Council (2000). Retrieved from: www.worldwatercouncil.org/fileadmin/.../CommissionReport.pdf	  
 
23 Rees,J.A.(2002). Risk and Integrated Water Management. TEC Background Paper (6). Global Water Partnership. Retrieved 
from: http://www.gwptoolbox.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=36&Itemid=61 
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As far as water conflict is concerned, more often than not it is not the lack of water that 
leads to dispute but the way it is governed and managed (Wolf et. al, 2005). Water 
management is, almost by definition, conflict management (Dourojeanni, 2007)24 of the 
multiple uses of scarce water resource that a society demands.  
An effective water management institutional capacity has not only to anticipate conflict 
and solve smoldering disputes but also, and more importantly, foster cooperation and an 
environment in which disputes are less likely to occur and/or can be settled more easily.  
According to USAID (2008), water management can achieve the above mentioned aims 
by: 
• providing a forum for joint negotiations, thus ensuring that all existing and 
potentially conflicting interests are taken into account during decision making; 
• considering different perspectives and interests to reveal new management 
options and offer win-win solutions; 
• building trust and confidence through collaboration and joint fact-finding; 
• making decisions that are much more likely to be accepted by all stakeholders, 
even if consensus cannot be reached  
(as cited in Wolf et al., 2005). 
The above points can be effectively pursued provided that the pertinent resource 
management institutions are capable of balancing the competing interests and managing 
water scarcity (which is, often, the result of previous mismanagement), otherwise they 
themselves are at risk of becoming a matter of dispute (2005).  
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24 International consultant Axel C. Dourojeanni has made this statement when interviewed by Latin America Press in 
2007.Retrieved from: http://www.lapress.org/articles.asp?art=5365	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Box 1.13: ‘Food For Thought’ on Water Management Institutional Capacity 
Source: Excerpts from Wolf et al. (2005) 
The research conducted by Wolf, Yoffe, Giordano (2003) on the role of water 
management practices in shaping conflict and cooperation in the more water scarce 
environments (arid countries) identified institutional capacity as a key success factor. In 
arid countries, people develop institutional strategies (formal treaties, generally warm 
relations, etc.) for adapting to it. Their studies have also observed that the likelihood of 
conflict increases significantly if two factors come into play: 
First, conflict is more likely if the basin’s physical or political setting undergoes a large 
or rapid change, such as the construction of a dam, an irrigation scheme, or territorial 
realignment; 
Second, conflict is more likely if existing institutions are unable to absorb and 
effectively manage that change. 
Furthermore, the risk of public protest and conflict increases if institutions allocate 
water inequitably between social groups (Turton 2000). Such inequality can also be 
reflected in the distribution of costs and benefits. 
Differing perceptions on legal rights, the technical nature of the problem, the cost of 
solving it and allocating it among stakeholders often constitute the basis to a conflict. 
Reliable sources of information, acceptable to all stakeholders, are therefore essential 
for any joint efforts. This not only makes decisions based on a shared understanding 
possible, it also helps build trust (Colby et. al, 2000) as disparities in stakeholders’ 
capacity to generate, interpret, and legitimize data can lead to mistrust of those with 
better information and support systems (Turton, 2000). 
In international river basins:  
Water management institutions typically fail to manage conflicts when there is no treaty 
spelling out each nation’s rights and responsibilities nor any implicit agreements or 
cooperative arrangements. Unilateral action can heighten tensions and regional 
instability, which may require even decades to be resolved (Giordano et al., 2002). 
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1.4.b. On IWRM Institutional Capacity: sharing water, benefits and 
responsibilities 
Usually, water decision-making authority is spread among different institutions 
responsible for agriculture, fisheries, water supply, regional development, tourism, 
transport, conservation and environment, so that different management approaches 
serve contradictory objectives. 
Traditionally, countries have divided responsibilities for water management often based 
on a division of quality issues and those related to quantity. Quality issues are often 
assigned to ministries of environment and quantity issues to more economic oriented 
ministries such as agriculture or natural resources. 
The growing acceptance of the concept of water as a social and economic good with the 
public participation it entails, is exercising a growing influence on the manner in which 
water institutional actors’ perceive and exercise their roles within the IWRM 
framework. 
The more evident among these changes can be seen in the increasing involvement of the 
private sector in the direct management and provision of water related services (i.e. 
public utilities), as well as the growing institutionalized dialogue among IWRM 
decision makers and CSIs, NGOs and CBOs representatives, which allows for the 
contributions of the latter to be considered in the formulation of IWRM strategy and 
action plans. More about this topic in Box 1.14, 1.15  and 1.16. 
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Box 1.14: IWRM Institutional Actors and their Roles 
Source: GWP (2007)25 
Transborder organizations provide a framework for managing water resources across 
international boundaries where there are issues about the management of common 
(cross-jurisdiction) property resources. 
National institutions: institutional bodies for coordination among different 
organizations involved in water resource management: 
     --National RBOs, which provide a mechanism for ensuring that land use,   
        development and water needs are reflected in water management – and vice versa; 
     --National Apex bodies, which consist of a range of entities such as high level  
        steering groups within national governments, inter-agency task forces (for specific  
        purposes e.g. water pollution control), and international consortia for the  
        management of water resources.  
Regulatory bodies and enforcement agencies: entities for establishing and ensuring 
the effective application of IWRM requirements (allocation of water rights, 
environmental management related to water use, water quality, land use planning and 
financial management of water resources management by the state). 
Local authorities:  As they acquire greater jurisdiction over water services in line with 
the growing affirmation of the subsidiarity process, local governments are acquiring 
both direct and indirect responsibility for the water security of their communities and 
their economic activities. They can act both as regulators and as service providers and 
have a role in raising finance. Local governments offer a strong forum for local 
participation and can be instrumental in providing information and supporting dialogue 
among stakeholders and policy makers. Local governments have a variety of economic 
instruments at their disposal to influence the behavior of their citizens, such as: rate 
structures and charges, fees for permits, etc. 
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Service providers and IWRM: Service providers range from government departments 
and municipalities, public corporations, and private sector companies to community-
based organizations, and farmers’ groups. The legal framework for service providers is 
set out in water legislation, which covers issues such as responsibilities and 
requirements. 
Civil society institutions (CSIs), Non Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and 
community based organizations (CBOs): These institutions can play an important 
role in addressing specific issues of IWRM strategy and action plans by complementing 
government activities. There are a variety of players under this banner-from local 
informal to more formalized community based organizations- and they are involved in 
local level development, advocacy, and social mobilization.  Some of them are 
specialized in providing a voice for the poor and marginal groups (Anyhow, they are not 
and should not be taken as a substitute for government and government should not 
abdicate its responsibility). 
 
Box 1.15: On IWRM and Private (Corporate) Participation  
Source: ECA (2005)26 
The overall development of a nation is based on the manner in which provision of basic 
infrastructure services meets the demands of the public and their economic activities.  
Most sectors cannot function without water, electricity, telecommunications, etc, 
therefore the adequate and effective provision of these services is central to the growth 
of an economy and the improvement of public welfare. 
Undoubtedly, the growing acceptance of IWRM’s informing concept of water resources 
as a social and economic good has paved the way and actively contributed to the 
upsurge of the commercialization of the provision of public services through 
partnerships between governments and the private sector, witnessed in the past years.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26  Economic Commission for Africa (2005). Public-private partnerships for service delivery: water and sanitation. Third meeting 
of the committee on human development and civil society.4-6 May,2005. Retrieved from: 
www.uneca.org/chdcs/chdcs3/ppps_chdcs_3.pdf	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In general, the rational behind involving the private sector in the provision of water 
related services is to avoid the potential political backlashes of full privatization, utilize 
new technology and expertise, share risks and gain access to increased capital to 
improve operating efficiency, and, ultimately, make the sector more responsive to 
consumer needs.  
 
The main tool devised for the commercialization of water related services is Private 
Public Partnership (PPP), which can be defined as  
“the combination of a public need with private capability and resources to create a 
market opportunity through which the public need is met and a profit is made” 
 (Heilman & Johnston, 1992 as in ECA, 2005). 
Progressively, government, private sector and civil society organization (CSO) roles 
have become more clearly defined and public-private partnership (PPP) schemes have 
become more popular.  
One of the most challenging aspects facing PPPs remains the need for the government 
to reconcile two competing aspects: on the one hand the need to find ways to fulfill their 
socioeconomic responsibilities for ensuring services to all citizens, while on the other to 
safeguard the interests of private investors on the other.  
The contractual arrangements range from service contracts, management contracts,  
leases, operations and maintenance concessions, capital investments to divesture and 
asset ownership, through which variable levels of partnership are established to improve 
levels of efficiency, effectiveness, responsiveness and adequacy of public services. 
These collaborations can be with private companies, small-scale independent providers, 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs).  
Such water service cooperation arrangements are not only limited to private companies, 
but also may involve non governmental and community based organizations (NGOs, 
CBOs, etc.).  
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Since PPP schemes have become more diffused the roles of the government, the private 
sector and the civil society organizations involved have progressively become more 
clear.  
 
Box 1.16: On Transboundary/Transborder IWRM institutional capacity 
Source: An excerpt from European Commission Staff working documents27 
Transboundary organizations provide a framework for managing water resources across 
international boundaries, where there are issues about the management of common 
(cross-jurisdiction) property resources. 
Such organizations are often based on voluntary agreements between sovereign states, 
but may include international and intra-national water authorities as well as official, 
mandate-driven commissions and organizations.  
Traditionally, international organizations have been set up to address a given problem – 
navigation, flooding; but their remit can be and often has been expanded to tackle wider 
water problems in the basin. 
The type of agreement underlying these organizations varies greatly around the world, 
from ad hoc arrangements, memoranda of understanding, to formal international treaties 
and agreements.  
Regardless of the form, however, the effective functioning of transboundary 
organizations requires a secure funding base, the political will of governments, and the 
commitment of the partners who create them. 
In the context of any negotiations, the role of trust cannot be emphasized enough. To 
develop the essential confidence needed to enable transboundary water resource 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27 
Two Commission Staff working documents: Accompanying document to the Communication from the Commission to the 
European Parliament and the Council ‘Towards Sustainable Water Management in the European Union’ First stage in the 
implementation of the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC [COM(2007) 128 final][SEC(2007) 363]. 
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management and collaboration, parties need to build and accept common data sets and 
knowledge about the water resource issues, and share visions about the future of the 
resource. 
There are several options to organizing transboundary and transborder bodies. The 
following key parameters must be considered: 
– legal foundation, 
– role, 
– mandate, 
– membership, 
– source of funding. 
The legal foundation addresses the issue of whether or not the organization has been 
established by law or policy. The role may be either advisory or decision making.  
The mandate may be broadly based, for example, addressing issues related to 
sustainable development, or focused on a particular issue. 
Membership addresses the issue of whether members are government officials, 
individuals from outside of government or a combination of those from inside and 
outside government.  
The source of funding for the transborder organization is also important and can differ 
depending mainly on the legal foundation.  
While the factors may be analyzed independently they are in fact interrelated. For 
example, if the organization is to be a decision making body then the membership will 
be restricted to the decisionmaking bodies within government. 
Historical records also show that: 
• once established, transborder organizations and water agreements are remarkably 
robust(GWP, 2007). Their technical secretariats are essential for deploying transborder 
water management firmly on the ground by developing specific regulatory mechanisms, 
data and information sharing protocols and financing mechanisms, etc., as well as by 
advocating integrative synergies with member states’ water policies and plans. 
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• for the establishment of a transborder organization, the good services of a respected 
external party or organization as a broker may be very useful (multilateral agencies such 
as UNDP, UNESCO, World Bank, etc. have successfully fulfilled these roles).  
Personal experience shows that top-down, basin-wide approaches based on constructive 
ambiguity principles are often essential to foster trust and trigger action for cooperation 
given the political nature of managing transborder water resources. In addition, 
considering that reaching an agreement can be time consuming and costly, donor 
support can be of great significance. 
Since freshwater watersheds, rivers, lakes, groundwater almost never coincide with 
political and administrative boundaries, IWRM is called to address water security, an 
issue of global concern, by implementing apt equitable, efficient and environmentally 
sustainable local solutions.  
In other words, transboundary water security governance and its transborder ‘subset’ are 
a “glocal” issue and the way this issue is approached and addressed bears a crucial 
impact on future local and international prosperity. 
From now on, the focus of the PhD dissertation will be on how water security 
governance is pursued at an international level across three different river basins located 
in and around the European Union’s eastern and southern borders-Sava and Tisza, the 
Danube’s main sub basins, and the Dniester, a Black Sea tributary whose watershed is 
bordering Tisza and the Danube catchment, with an emphasis on the role of public 
participation in promoting the wellbeing of people involved. 
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ANNEX 1 
AN ANNOTATED LITERATURE REVIEW ON THE NEXUS OF WATER 
CONFLICTS AND WATER SECURITY GOVERNANCE 
 
The following customized annotated literature review builds and expands on:” Water 
and Local Conflict: a brief review of the academic literature and other sources” 28:  
 
1A. Abstract 
The nexus between water conflict issues and their governance in achieving water 
security is explored by two main streams in the literature: water issues and conflict 
studies. Most of the literature in the water sector tends to be on international transborder 
issues, while the coverage of water conflicts at an intra-state level is practically 
negligible. The latter, despite having a direct bearing on the wellbeing of local 
populations, have only recently begun to be researched. 
The search and selection of qualified materials focusing on the intersection of these 
areas is not easy and, more often than not, leaves plenty of room for making different 
sets of choices. 
The way in which the interaction between research on conflict and its linkage to water 
issues has developed and how it is currently covered needs to be addressed by 
considering: 
• the dominance of interests in moulding and stirring international water issues 
and their dynamics in the foreseeable future;  
• the (usual) multiple roles of the actors involved in the water sector;  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
28 Available at: www.swedishwaterhouse.se/swh/resources/20050425162906Water_and_Local_Conflict.pdf	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• the fact that almost all sources of information originate predominantly from the 
North (geographical bias) ,which gives rise to two thorny and sensitive 
interrogatives each time the geographical context differs, namely: 
1. To what extent are the materials produced and techniques 
developed context dependent? 
2. Are these techniques, and processes more in general, valid in a 
broader context? 
 
Since the “water debate” involves numerous academicians and professionals in the field 
of socio-economic development and international politics, it is easy to infer that dealing 
only with vouchsafed and peer reviewed research results would exclude many 
meaningful sources of information and evaluation.  
Therefore, in addition to academic sources a series of documents and evaluations 
prepared by practitioners and relevant organizations that were deemed to be able to give 
a more nuanced rendering of the debate have also been included as part of the literature 
body. 
As a rule of thumb:   
• The academic literature on international water conflicts is vast while there are 
very few sources that explicitly concentrate on local conflicts in connection with 
water; 
• Almost all documents and evaluations coming from practitioners and 
organizations working in the water field present very contextualized sectorial 
success stories which can provide some ground for establishing sectorial 
conceptual paradigms or “best practices”. 
Without any pretention of presenting a comprehensive literature review on the subject 
as part of the introduction to the topic under consideration, a selection of materials that 
exemplify issues from current research and practice is being presented here.  
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Many of the cited sources are mentioned because they might give some indications on 
the ongoing debates and/or they might serve as “food for thoughts” on these issues or as 
examples of a certain way of reasoning in relation to the area of concern. 
Most of the “nonacademic sources” used are based on the water practice and analyses of 
the World Bank, UNESCO, UNDP and similar document sources from International 
Governmental Organizations (IGOs) and Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs).   
The rather extensive range of popular writings, often books with alarmist and 
sensationalist titles such as “Water wars”, etc. have not been considered.   
The extremely limited availability of academic literature on the socioeconomic aspects 
of water related issues makes it obvious that no comprehensive treatment of the subject 
is possible; the goal of this review is to serve as an introduction to the debate and some 
of the sources used. 
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1.B. On the concept of “conflict” in the context of “water security governance” 
It is important to clarify that the concept of conflict is not synonymous with armed or 
violent conflict but rather indicates a situation of disagreement.  
A synthesis of various definitions could be: “A conflict is a social situation in which at 
least two actors try to, at the same time, gain access to the same set of resources” 
Wallensteen (2002), in this specific case over the access and right of distribution of 
water, water uses and other water related issues. 
A variety of conflict definitions are available (see for instance Wallensteen (2002); 
Conflict sensitivity consortium (2004)29. 
Another important supposition is that conflict per se does not have to be negative. Most 
societies have institutions that deal with conflicts: legal systems, democratic or 
participative procedures, etc. It is when these systems are not in place or do not work 
properly that conflicts can be become detrimental for the affected societies.  
When talking about conflict among parties, it is almost natural to come across the 
concept of ‘power'. Relative power differences, a concept known as power asymmetry, 
is often the single most significant force in shaping water governance and the outcomes 
it yields as it sheds light on the existence of a regional hegemon, whose economic, 
political or cultural influence often results in a biased, sub optimal outcome for the 
weaker parties.  
In fact, “what looks favorable from a hegemonic perspective... may not always be 
perceived in the same manner from the weaker state’s vantage point” (Zeitoun & 
Warner, 2006). 
 Note: More on the role of “power asymmetry” in transborder water governance and 
management in the following section.   
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29  Approaches to development, humanitarian assistance and peace building: Tools for peace and conflict impact assessment. More 
in section ”Conflict manuals, methodological proposal and conflict resolution pratices”  
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1.C. On the concept of “conflict” in the context of “transborder water governance” 
Zeitoun & Warner (2006) claim that the tensions over transboundary waters are too 
sophisticated and complex to be adequately captured by pithy expressions such as ‘the 
absence of war does not mean the absence of conflict’. Water conflicts vary 
significantly in intensity across basins and across time, and range in form from stymied 
fuming to very public displays of hostility, affecting all levels of society, often even in 
distant non-riparian circles. Perhaps most significantly, various forms of conflict over 
water occur almost without exception alongside various forms of cooperation (Zeitoun 
& Mirumachi, 2008).  
The complexity of water conflicts has certainly been noted in the literature on political 
psychology (e.g. Mac Ginty et al. 2007), conflict resolution (e.g. Vasquez et al. 1995), 
transboundary environmental negotiations (e.g. Najam 2002) and management practice 
challenges (e.g. Moench et al. 2003; Falkenmark et al. 2007; Wolf 2008 as cited in 
Mirumachi & Allan, 2007).  
Some projects and research directed at improving the management of relations over 
transborder waters indicate that one of main feature of the complexity of water conflict 
is the co-existence of conflict and cooperation. 
When it comes to the actual analysis, however, conflict and cooperation are inevitably 
treated separately. That separation usually means that the less ‘ugly’ faces of conflict 
and the less ‘pretty’ faces of cooperation are overlooked, and the political aspects of the 
interaction are routinely ignored (Zeitoun & Mirumachi, 2008). 
 
The transborder water governance literature started to investigate the role of asymmetric 
power in water conflicts at the turn of the millennium with the pioneering works of 
Waterbury (2002), Selby (2002) and Zeitoun and Warner (2006).  
In particular, Zeitoun and Warner (2006) have clarified the structural role of power in 
the basin, claiming that relative power differences can cause various forms of hydro-
hegemony. Their claim is that hydro-hegemons, or a state with more relative power in 
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the basin can determine the status quo of water allocation in the region. Specifically, 
this power is expressed as coercive, bargaining and ideational power.  
Investigating the role of power asymmetry in water conflicts, Mirumachi & Allan’ s 
(2007) work (triggered by the 2005 Mirumachi’ s PhD seminal discussion paper on the 
impact of power asymmetry in transboundary conflict and cooperation) postulated that 
conflict and cooperation coexist. 
The coexistence of conflict and cooperation is explored in great depth by 
Mirumachi&Allan(2007), who propose an original model for observing and better 
understanding the dynamics of power in water governance, claiming that relations of 
basin states evolve over time, experiencing periods of both interaction and non 
interaction. More specifically, relations evolve through co-existing conflicting and 
cooperative interactions (2007).  
The 'holistc' model proposed (2007) sheds light on the role of power asymmetries as the 
different trajectories of international transborder relations show how power manifests 
itself in water allocation, development and management.  
Their model explains how richer countries can more easily achieve their water security 
goals, either via trade or through technology; how cooperation itself is more likely in a 
context of stability and how being stronger often entails having the capabilities to adjust 
to the driving forces shaping international relations over water.    
The authors argue that cooperative transborder behavior as well as the evolution of 
regulatory institutions itself are closely associated with the diversity and strength of the 
economies of the riparians. 
The authors suggest that the way international relations over water are shaped need to 
be understood in the context of co-existing conflict and cooperation determined by 
power relations and the status of the political economies of the respective engaged 
riparians.  
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Furthermore, cooperation is not necessarily beneficial, and is sometimes imposed on a 
riparian by the hydro-hegemon. Thus, in a context of power asymmetry, not all 
cooperation is equally appreciated by all the parties involved.   
 
 Mirumachi & Allan’s (2007) work acknowledges that: 
• transboundary water relations evolve under circumstances of asymmetric power, 
implying that effective international adaptive management of integrated water 
resource management is not feasible without taking into account the dynamics of 
power 
• power asymmetries are not only steering the course of conflicts but also the 
course of cooperation 
(which is in line with personal experience). 
 
1.D. Transborder vs. (local) intra-state issues 
As previously mentioned, the literature dealing with the issues of water and conflict on 
an international level-and, in extension, the debate on natural resources and their 
influence on societal and political conditions-is abundant.  
The same cannot be claimed for literature focusing on conflict within states, which is 
virtually non-existent. This so called ‘intra state’ level involving two or more domestic 
parties has not yet received the due attention from the academia and other institutions.  
The reasons for the concentration on international issues are probably manifold. The 
following non exhaustive list of factors may hold some explanatory power in this 
regard. 
• Transborder issues have a larger component of “high politics”, and subsequently 
offer a larger visibility for international actors. This is probably true for both 
governments, non-governmental bodies and international organizations. 
National “conflict generating” projects, such as large dams, are often considered 
solely national issues and involvement of foreign bodies is not appreciated. 
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• Even though there is a perceived lack of instruments in international law 
regulating water, there is a rich historical tradition of negotiating water rights 
and contentious issues concerning water. This area is well covered by academic 
research (e.g.: Atlas ... 2002). On the local level, the study of methods of water 
distribution and conflict resolution is a comparatively recent research area (e.g. 
Attia, 1985).  
• Although the loudest alarmist calls for future “water wars” have died away, the 
current   diplomatic “love affair” for the statement “Transborder water co-
operation as an international conflict prevention tool” may be seen as the 
continuation of the idea of water as a pivotal factor in international relations 
(e.g. UNESCO’s Potential Conflict to Cooperation Potential (PC – CP) project, 
see below Internet resources).  
 
It might be speculated that this kind of academic ‘discrimination’ in favor of the 
international scale might have heightened the barriers to a more comprehensive 
treatment of the water conflict topic since experience and scholarly research (see Wolf, 
1998 and Ohlsson, 1999) suggest that water based intra-state conflicts seem more 
intense, frequent and less conducive to international scrutiny than those occurring at an 
international level.  
A total of three different levels of scale can be envisaged when dealing with conflicts: 
international, intra-state and local.  
The scant attention that intra-state conflicts have received so far does not render justice 
to the realization that the most intense conflicts actually occur at a local level with 
severe implications for the wellbeing of locals.  
 
N.B.  
Despite the ever increasing relevance of the local/intra-state level for the wellbeing of 
people, this annotated literature review limits its focus to water conflicts engendered at 
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an international level and their impact on the wellbeing of the people living in a 
transborder basin.  
This does not necessarily mean that the research, concepts and methods adopted from 
the international sphere are of no use in the study of more localized conflicts that have 
water issues as an element of grievance.  
 
1.E. On the governance of the multi–dimensional aspects of water conflict 
There are only a few papers that explicitly deal with the multi-dimensional aspects of 
water conflict and its governance.  
Some of the most widely known of these are compilations of texts or reprints of articles 
already published in academic reviews (e.g. Wolf et al. 2008) or volumes with a number 
of contributors, often emanating from a specific research project.   
Material is found in a plethora of disciplines, from specialized journals on water 
management or policy to peace and conflict studies and anthropology.  
Academic publishing in the sector is active in areas as diverse as Water Studies, 
International Relations, Public Health, Political Science, Social Anthropology and 
Sociology, Environmental Studies, Economy, etc. 
Note  
It needs to be underlined that a lot of research is being conducted by individuals and 
bodies that are closely related to the development sector. Both academic bodies and 
individuals are doing consultancies, evaluations, project designs and in some cases 
actual project management. Most of the titles and papers are the direct result of such 
work. No affirmation that such involvement actually compromises research results is 
put forward; it should, however, be noticed and kept in mind, especially in those 
instances when researchers / authors make references to particular projects and 
programs. Such links on the whole may even have a very positive valence, as 
academicians acquire hands on experience while the empirical base of their research is 
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further substantiated. All in all, the evaluation of individual sources should be made on 
a case by case basis.  
 
1.F. On geographical and ‘sectorial’ focus of literature 
The bulk of publications available deals with water conflicts and its governance in 
specific geographical areas. The most visible areas are divided into a few main groups:   
• River basins in the developing world (e.g. the Nile, the Mekong, etc.) and, 
increasingly, those in former URSS countries. 
 
• Areas with high demographic pressure and water stress like the arid regions of 
Africa where droughts and water “stress” are more prominent than in many 
other world regions.  (e.g. The Niger, Southern African rivers, The Great Lakes 
region, etc.). 
 
• Areas with a history of water conflict (i.e.The Middle-East,The Great Lakes 
Region, etc.) 
In many cases such geographical areas can be found in more than one of the categories. 
The second batch concentrates its attention on rural conditions given the extreme 
importance of water access and use in agriculture.  
Studies on the provision of water to urban areas and its consequences are generally 
explored in connection with urban settings and urbanization issues.   
 
Note  
In assessing the availability of research material it is important to bear in mind that 
research entails funding and that such funding is often closely linked to development 
budgets and therefore, development goals itself. The bulk of the research materials used 
are funded predominantly by western countries’ governmental donor agencies and 
ministries, multilateral banks and IGOs through academic bodies and their partners in 
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the developing world. The same argument can be made for much of the conflict 
research; focus has been where conflicts are widespread; and where western agencies 
traditionally have had their operational focus. 
 
1.G. Types of sources 
Bibliographies and collections of materials 
Almost all major works on water conflict and its governance have qualified 
bibliographies attached to them but the relatively narrow scope of the field entails that 
certain works, authors and articles are repeatedly cited across a highly diverse variety of 
sources.  
As previously noted, it seems that there is no specialized literature on the nexus between 
water and local conflict, a topic of special interest to this PhD dissertation focusing on 
water governance for the wellbeing of people living in transborder basins. 
Most of the identified sources focus on broader issues such as natural resources and 
conflict in both intra-state and international level, and more specifically, on water in a 
global perspective. 
This reflects the above mentioned focus of water as an issue in the larger international 
conflict perspective, concerning cooperation over shared rivers, lakes, fishing rights, 
etc. 
With reference to water governance, a special tribute goes to: 
• Dahilon Yassin Mohamoda’s “Nile Basin Cooperation. A review of the 
Literature” (2003). Although the geographical focus presented is rather limited, 
it manages to outline in a clear and exhaustive fashion the major areas of 
discussion within the Nile area; 
 
• Terje Tvedt’s extensive “The Nile: an annotated bibliography” (2004). With 
approximately 3-4000 references the book spans across the river’s millenary 
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history and covers a wide variety of topics, such as: environment, water uses, 
projects, etc.; 
 
• Turton &Henwood’s (2002). (eds.) “Hydropolitics in the developing world: A 
Southern African perspective” (2002). This work makes an effort to categorize 
research and debate under the relatively new concept of “hydropolitics” by 
attempting to broaden the debate on water in connection with politics and 
general societal conditions; 
 
• Wolf,   “Transboundary Freshwater Dispute Resolution: Theory, Practice and 
Annotated References” (United Nations University Press, 2000) ; “Conflict 
Prevention and  Resolution in Water Systems” (Elgar, 2002); “Managing and 
Transforming Water Conflicts” (Cambridge University Press, 2009); 
  
Concerning the causes of conflict within the environmental and scarcity debate, the 
following works are worthy of mentioning: 
• Gleditsch’s “Armed Conflict and the Environment: A Critique of the Literature” 
(1998) constitutes a helpful review. It enumerates sources and to a certain extent 
criticizes the (according to Gleditsch) spurious causal links between scarcity and 
conflict established by some researchers; 
 
• Ross’s “What Do We Know About Natural Resources and Civil War?” (2004) 
further explores the area with an exposé covering the more recent literature 
studying the links between natural resources and civil war. It includes an up-to-
date bibliography. 
 
• Pal Tamas’s  “Water Resource Scarcity and Conflict: Review of Applicable 
Indicators and Systems of Reference” (2003) gives an interesting account of the 
current state of research within the water-conflict area and has an extensive 
bibliography covering the subject. 
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Most of the cited titles contain valid bibliographies and can be used as a starting point in 
further investigating the issues of interest.  
In the context of bibliographies, the vast compilation of articles and chapters edited by 
Wolf (first edition in 2002 last updated in 2007) must be mentioned. In “Conflict 
prevention and resolution in water systems. The management of water resources”, 
Aaron Wolf has compiled 41 texts, the first of which was published in 1946. The 
essays, articles and chapters are ordered thematically and cover many of the subjects 
involved in the current debate on water and conflict. The book’s focus is on presenting 
the “human dynamics” that shape water interventions and policies.   
Another large compilation is the “History of Water” (2005) in three volumes edited by 
Tvedt et al.  presenting numerous texts that have with a bearing on the water and 
conflict nexus. 
Further worthy of mentioning is the “Water Conflict Chronology” (2008), a regularly 
updated website, coordinated by Dr. Gleick from the Pacific Institute, featuring a 
comprehensive list of	   historical instances in which water has been at the heart of 
conflicts, from Sumerian myths of ca. 3000 BC to the destruction of water infrastructure 
during the war in Iraq. Gleick’s work may be useful as a catalyst to think beyond the 
role of water in conflict, both at an international as well as at an intra-state level. 
Sources Analyzing causes of conflicts 
A consistent body of academic material denies the causal relationship between natural 
resources scarcity and armed conflict (See previously mentioned Gleditsch’s  (1998) . 
There are however a few studies based on substantial amounts of data that persuasively 
prove the correlation between scarcity (or perceived scarcity) of natural resources and 
violent conflict.  
As Hauge and Ellingsen (1998) conclude: “Our findings are quite clear: countries 
suffering from environmental degradation – and in particular from land degradation – 
are more prone to civil conflict. However, economic factors are far more important in 
predicting domestic armed conflict than are environmental factors. In general, this also 
holds true of political factors.” (Hauge & Ellingsen, 1998).  
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There seems to be some consensus on the fact that poverty and lack of institutions in 
managing conflicts are more important reasons for conflict than actual scarcity (Ross, 
2004). 
Some authors point out that the causal relationship may be the exact opposite, i.e. a lack 
of policies, institutions etc. leads to environmental degradation and resource scarcity 
and thus exacerbates social conflicts (see Tamas, 2003). 
Most of the research dealing with the general concept of “resource scarcity” does not 
prioritize water among other “scarce” resources (such as oil, diamonds, timber, 
minerals, etc., known to have triggered tensions) - as the root of conflict. This mirrors 
the discussion on the specificities of water as a societal factor.  
The literature in the “causes of conflict’ field” is growing quickly, and can be said to 
have started to proliferate in the late 90’s, cf. Collier, Hoeffler (1998). An interesting 
survey (and critique) of this literature has been carried out by the aforementioned John 
Ross (2004) from the U.S. Institute of Peace. 
‘Adopting local methods to solve local conflicts’ literature 
The identification and study of local methods of conflict management and resolution is 
an increasingly specialized field of research that has aroused the interest of NGOs 
focusing on peace building and conflict resolution. 
So far, few academic papers have examined these methods in relation to water conflict. 
The more cited are: 
•  Baechler, Spillmann and Suliman’s “Transformation of resource conflicts: 
approach and instruments” (2002), which contains several contributions dealing 
with water conflicts in their local context. The book constitutes the final report 
of an international research project on “Environmental Conflict Management” 
(ECOMAN). The third part of the book is entitled “Water Management and 
Conflict Resolution”. 
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• Wolf’s article “Indigenous Approaches to Water Conflict Negotiations and 
Implications for International Waters” (2000), which investigates different water 
distribution and conflict resolution methods present in two communities: 
Berbers (Morocco) and Bedouin (Israel).  
• ”Water, Culture, and Power: Local Struggles in a Global Context” (1998) edited 
by John M. Donahue and Barbara Rose Johnston, which illustrates local water 
conflict by examining cases from mainly American locales.  
 
Conflict manuals, methodological proposals and conflict resolution practice   
There are numerous documents and publications that can be viewed as coaching 
manuals on how to design projects and set up participation schemes.  
Of particular significance are several initiatives coming from the developmental and 
humanitarian assistance sector, which propose a deeper conflict perspective when 
analyzing situations and designing interventions.  
Nowadays, many organizations and NGOs promoting peace dialogue and conflict 
resolutions have their own guidelines for designing projects in line with contemporary 
findings on conflict studies.  
An example of a conflict analysis template that could be used in local conflicts 
involving water is DFID’s Conducting Conflict Assessments: Guidance (First edition 
2002 last updated 2008). It is a straightforward example of how a donor agency views 
conflict analysis and its uses in both international and intra- states conflicts.  
Virtually all of the existing “manuals” make a general attempt to describe and prescribe 
methods for successful conflict analysis and management. There are only very few 
papers that deal specifically with water issues. 
The more scholarly cited among these manuals/papers are: 
• Jean-Daniel Rinaudo and Patrice Garin’s ‘An Operational Methodology to 
Analyse Conflicts over Water Use at the River Basin Level’ (2003). The book 
proposes a method of conflict analysis and local participation by illustrating two 
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case studies drawn from projects dealing with water conflicts in southern 
France. The presence of strong institutions in France naturally makes it difficult 
to adapt such a proposed methodology in situations where these mechanisms are 
not in place.   
 
• Valerie Brown et al’ s “Risks and opportunities. Managing environmental 
conflict and change”. (1995). The book is divided into three parts, the last part 
being called “Managing conflict and Change: A Learning Programme”. It is a 
step by-step manual on how to deal with environmental change/scarcity and its 
consequences. Two of the three hypothetical test cases concern water issues.  
 
It is also worthy of mentioning the paper ‘Conflict sensitive approaches to development, 
humanitarian assistance and peace building: tools for peace and conflict impact 
assessment’ (2004).  It has been elaborated by a group of NGOs that have acquired 
experiences in fields such as peace-building, conflict management, etc. The tools 
devised are all well described and fully referenced.  
 
1.H. IWRM and water conflict   
A commonly shared assumption among scholars and water practitioners is that 
managing water resources is to distribute and handle a resource, which in some way is 
scarce; to do that successfully is a way of managing conflict. 
 Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) emerged as an innovative concept in 
the water sector in the late ’80s for coping effectively with the challenges that modern 
water governance has to confront. 	  
Today IWRM is seen as a place-based nexus for multiple actors to consensually 
integrate “water security” decisions into a hydrological unit constituted by freshwater 
river and lake watershed.   
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Many IWRM professionals proffer that IWRM per se is a method and process for 
resolving conflict since IWRM has to mediate differing interests and socioeconomic–
political perspectives.   
Since public participation has a special place within the IWRM debate, many interesting 
papers deal with participatory techniques (e.g. Rinaudo, Garin 2003) proposing different 
techniques to be used in specific water management situations such as workshops, role-
plays, etc., as well as with the optimal scale of water management projects, which is 
important when judging who is affected and who is not. 
As a result, there is an abundance of material on the “technical” aspects of water 
management and many of these works include mechanisms for managing conflict. 
Within this context, the following IWRM toolboxes and manuals need to be singled out 
for their emphasis on the sensitive socioeconomic-political issues of public 
participation, social impact assessment, institutional capacity building, etc., as well as 
for providing useful guidelines for water practitioners: 
• Global Water Partnership’s toolbox ‘IWRM guidelines at River Basin level’  
• A training manual and facilitator’s guide developed in partnership between Cap-
Net, GWP and EUWI-FWG 
• UNESCO’ s Electronic capacity building tool “Conflict Resolution Support 
System” 
 
Remark 
This dissertation acknowledges that although the ‘how to integrate’ approach had 
remarkable appeal worldwide in promoting authentic participation of all stakeholders –  
a prerequisite for the IWRM process and a must for facilitating consensual decisions 
for a sustainable water security governance  - one should better examine how 
integration actually takes place in a strategic context since the domain of water 
resource management is, and will remain, a political process of contestation and 
negotiation. 
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2. INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS AND INTEGRATED 
TRANSBORDER WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
 
2.1. Introduction 
 
Box 2.1.  Introduction to Hydropolitics 
Source: Water Encyclopedia.com30  
As seen in Chapter 1, the management of water resources is a complicated process. 
Watercourses typically meet a variety of economic as well as ecosystem needs, although 
in many cases, not enough water is available to meet all of the identified needs31. 
International cooperation is required to ensure that the mutual benefits of a shared 
watercourse are maximized. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30
 Annotated excerpts from: International cooperation. Water Encyclopedia (n.d.). Retrieved from: http://www.waterencyclopedia. 
com/Hy-La/International-Cooperation.html 
	  
31
 An enlightening introduction to the issue of water scarcity can be found in Kitissu (2004) “Hydropolitics and Geopolitics: 
Transforming Conflict and Reshaping Cooperation in Africa “ Published in Africa Notes, November/December 2004 “The 
Geopolitics of Hydropolitics: Global Apartheid. As the author notes, “to understand the importance of water issues and the links 
between water and politics, a brief overview of the world water situation is in order. Water covers 70 % of the earth. Fresh water 
constitutes only less than 3 % of the world’s total water. Two thirds of that fresh water is locked in glaciers and polar ice caps. Most 
of the remaining resides in soil and underground aquifers. Thus, approximately, 0.01 % of all water is accessible to the human 
population. Still, at the present time, water exists in abundance. “If the fresh and sea waters were spread evenly, they would cover 
the globe to a height of 2700 meters. Similarly, the 3 % of fresh water, which constitutes the bulk of our supply, would still make a 
layer of 70 meters high if it were spread evenly”.  As further noted by the author, only about half of the total renewable world 
supply is being used but the available quantity is getting smaller and that which exists is far from equally spread.  Between 1850 and 
1990, the world population doubled while water use grew 300 %. During the past 50 years alone the world population grew by more 
than 3 billion people: from 2.6 billion in 1950 to over 6 billion in 1999.  According to Michael Klare, “If this rate of increase 
persists, we will soon be using 100 % of the world’s available supply” probably by the mid-21st century.  To complicate matters, 
water is a source of inequality both in terms of distribution and of consumption. With 22 % of the world’s population, China 
accounts for 7 % of its renewable fresh water; Canada, with a 0,5%  of the world’s population, accounts for 9 % of the world’s 
renewable fresh water. Just 10 countries hold more than half of the fresh water available on the planet. Meanwhile, global 
population growth is heavily concentrated in those areas of the world -North Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia- where the 
supply of water is already proving inadequate for many human needs”.   Within the next 25 years, one third of the world’s 
population will experience severe water scarcity. Today 250 million people in 26 countries are affected by scarcity of water. 
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Although it has become widely accepted that cooperation among countries sharing a 
watercourse should lead to greater equity and more regional stability, effective 
international cooperation has been extremely difficult to achieve and maintain (Some 
countries have used their relative advantage to obtain a greater share of the water from 
an international watercourse. This advantage could be linked to one country having a 
preferred upstream position, superior military strength, or greater economic strength 
that has permitted it to develop the physical infrastructure, such as dams and canals, to 
divert and more effectively utilize shared waters). 
Usually, a transborder water treaty is at the heart of effective long-term cooperation in 
an international watercourse. A treaty or similar legal document, signed by all countries, 
should establish clear guidelines for cooperation and sharing the water as well as 
measures to deal with conflict. 
Many transborder water treaties have been implemented, but most are related to the 
navigational use of shared rivers. Yet navigation is rarely a source of tension because it 
is a “non-consumptive”32 use of water and does not affect the quantity and quality of 
water (except for possible pollution) available to other users.  
Only a few international transborder water treaties provide the means to fully address 
the quantity and quality issues of shared waters as well as the mechanisms to address 
conflict. 
In addition to the general absence of effective transborder water treaties, the 
development of comprehensive and well-accepted international water laws, broadly 
covering international watercourses, has also proven to be elusive. 
The recent implementation of a number of treaties, protocols, and conventions on 
international watercourses indicates that the international community strongly supports 
arrangements to enhance cooperation. Some of these recent agreements call for 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32 ”Consumptive use”:  The use of a resource that reduces the supply (removing water from a source like a river, lake or aquifer 
without returning an equal amount). Examples include the intake of water by plants, humans, and other animals and the 
incorporation of water into the products of industrial or food processing.  
Source:  Groundwater Glossary. Retrieved from: http://www.groundwater.org/gi/gwglossary.html 
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cooperation on specific river basins, whereas others address broader regions involving 
multiple river basins. 
This is the domain of  “hydropolitics. The term "hydropolitics" refers to the relationship 
between countries or states with regard to shared water resources, ranging from 
cooperation to conflict, as well as their potential. Hydropolitics reflects the mingling of 
hydrologic and political processes, which in most international watercourses, is a topic 
of great interest and concern. 
In the geographical region of interest to this dissertation, “hydropolitical” issues play a 
significant role in ‘inter-state’ relationships (albeit nowhere near as high-profile as in 
the world’s most arid and densely populated world regions such as the Nile, Tigris–
Euphrates basins, etc).  
Despite the friendly relations that exist between the EU Members States and their 
neighbors, tensions related to shared watercourses are looming under the surface of 
cooperation and from time to time, resurface.  
 Agreed-on means exist to enhance cooperation among states in preventing and 
addressing transborder water related conflicts. 
This Chapter will deal with the “state of art of hydropolitics” in general, and in Europe 
in particular, paying special attention to the social, economic, cultural and political 
features that have shaped the course of hydropolitics in the regions of interest to this 
dissertation.  
 
The industrial revolution and urbanization more in general have rendered access to 
scarce “clean” water an increasingly sensitive socio economic political issue in the 
Western countries, a challenge that progressively instigated the need for 
municipalization of water aqueducts and sewerages’ services, controlling sources of 
pollution and averting the risks associated with water security. 
-The growing awareness of global environmental sustainability for the wellbeing of 
current and future generations,  
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-the local physical dimension of freshwater-bodies,  
-the peculiar nature of water as a non-replaceable albeit renewable and ubiquitous 
scarce resource,  
-as well as a more thorough understanding of water’s interrelationship with the 
ecosystem as a whole, 
call for a conceptual framework interconnecting the local dimension with the global one 
in addressing freshwater resource issues. 
At watercourse/water-body level, the technocratic liberal/market political mainstream of 
the ‘80s shifted the prevailing approach on water resources management from a supply 
led to a demand driven approach and envisioned IWRM as its operational tool for 
managing ‘water security’ in a sustainable manner.  
Central to this new conceptual framework is the adoption of the “basin” as the most 
significant “unit of freshwater resource spatial analysis”.  
Since human-defined political, administrative and cultural boundaries do not necessarily 
coincide with this ‘natural’ unit of analysis, the pursuit of sustainable water security on 
a transboundary level poses particularly challenging management problems.  
The heightened concern for environmental sustainability, the unique role and ubiquity 
of shared water resources on a planetary level as well as the management challenges 
they entail call for an agreed upon set of generalized principles.  
This chapter presents the two most important legal generalized frameworks in 
international water resources management: 
• “UN Convention on the Law of the Non-Navigational Uses of International 
watercourses”, the main legal instrument devised so far by the  international 
community as a universal / mutually agreed upon common ground for 
addressing freshwater scarcity; 
 
• UNECE Convention “Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses 
and International Lakes”, the more referred legal framework in transborder 
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freshwater agreements within the “Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia” (ECCA) 
region.  
 
Subsequently, attention is given to Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) at 
a transborder level (ITWRM), with a special focus on the EU Water Framework 
Directive (WFD), the EU “blueprint” for achieving common “good status” of 
freshwaters of all river basins33 within EU territories (as well as those extending “in and 
around” the EU borders) by 2015. 
The complexity of pairing  “global common principles” with the “locally tailored ” 
ITWRM solutions is exemplified by the ICPDR, the EU sponsored multilateral 
organization entrusted to promote the UNECE Water Convention and the EU WFD in 
the Danube River Basin. The latter, which comprises of both EU member states as well 
as non members, encompasses the spatial areas of the Sava and Tisza basins-and further 
shares a part of its watershed with the Dniester basin, all of central interest to this 
dissertation.  
 
 
2.2. Defining Key Concepts 
 
	  
2.2.a. Watercourse 
 
Article 2 of the UN Convention on the “Law of the Non-Navigational Uses of 
International watercourses” defines the term “watercourse” broadly as “a system of 
surface waters and groundwater constituting by virtue of their physical relationship a 
unitary whole and normally flowing into a common terminus”. This definition includes 
groundwater that is hydrologically connected with surface water34. The expression 
“international watercourse” is then defined as “a watercourse, parts of which are 
situated in different States”. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33 including marine waters up to one km from shore. 
 
34 which is in fact the case for much of the world’s groundwater. 
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2.2.b. Transboundary waters 	  
	  
The term "transboundary waters" refers to sources of freshwater that are shared among 
multiple user groups, with diverse values and different needs associated with water use. 
In this way, water crosses boundaries - be they those of economic sectors, legal 
jurisdictions, or political interests. From sets of individual irrigators and environmental 
advocates, to urban versus rural uses, to nations that straddle international waterways, 
essentially, all freshwater is transboundary water, and is important to society at local, 
national, regional, and international scales. Transboundary waters share certain 
characteristics that make their management especially complex, most notable of which 
is that these basins require a more-complete understanding not only of the hydrological 
cycle but above all, of the political, cultural, and social aspects of water, and that 
integrated management is dependent on an extremely intricate awareness of the 
decision-making process”. 35  
Within the vast scope of transboundary waters, of particular interest to this dissertation 
are transborder waters, which are defined for the purposes of this research as those 
crossing a state’s political borders.	  
	  
	  
2.2.c. River basin 
 
From the 18th century onwards, the studies of geographers, naturalists and physicists 
converged in identifying the “basin” as a coherent, geo-hydrological unti of spatial 
analysis, whose meaning was subsequently refined by the introduction of the novel 
scientific concepts of ‘watershed’, ‘drainage basin’ and ‘catchment’.36  
For a hydrological understanding of river basins, see Annex 2. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35 Definition of the term ‘transboundary waters’ obtained from: Universities Partnership for Transboundary Waters FAQ section. 
Retrieved from: http://waterpartners.geo.orst.edu/faq.html 
36 Source: Wikipedia. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Drainage_basin 
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Note 
Hereafter is reported the operational conceptualization of the term “river basin” in EU 
water legislation.  
According to Common Strategy Implementation (CSI) Water Framework Directive 
Guidance Documents, the hydrographical concept of a river basin depends only on 
topographical conditions: “the area of land from which all surface run-off flows through 
a sequence of streams and, possibly, lakes into the sea at a single river mouth, estuary 
or delta”.37 
2.2.c.1.  Basin: an outline of the more relevant Socioeconomic, Political, Cultural 
dimensions 
The physical hydrological criteria adopted in defining the spatial extension of a river/ 
lake basin are often at odds with the socioeconomic, political and cultural understanding 
man has conjured up.  
 
It could be claimed that the divergence between Nature’s and man’s ‘blueprints’ stems 
from the fact that in defining water bodies, man has often made appeal to some form of 
understanding of the sociological notion of ‘cleavages’, while Nature has always 
transcended any such kind of contrived boundaries, be they social, political or even 
cultural. Thus, Nature is by default ‘transboundary’.  
Given that human-defined boundaries almost never coincide with the 
hydrological/physical spatial area of a river / lake basin, any water management scheme 
is confronted with the challenge to reconcile stakeholder demands with the unique 
“boundary and transboundary” aspects of each water body.  
With regards to transborder river basins in particular, power asymmetries and other 
features of the international relations setting must be given due weight as well.  
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 As stated in “2 Commission Staff Working Document…. see note 27. 	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2.4.  RBOs: Pairing Nature’s boundaries with Man-made boundaries   
As previously mentioned, the technocratic liberal/market political mainstream that came 
into being in the ‘80s favored a demand driven approach in pursuing sharing water 
water security. 
Central to this new conceptual framework is the adoption of the “basin” as the most 
significant “unit of freshwater spatial analysis”.  
Since basins are coherent entities in a hydrological sense which seldom coincides with 
human-defined political, administrative and cultural boundaries, some sort of 
institutional mechanism is needed for reconciling Nature’s and Man-made differences.     
This institutional mechanism is provided by River Basin Organizations (RBOs), the 
more common expression of transboundary water governance.38 
Moving from the physical and political administrative endowment, RBOs are set up 
with the aim to pursue and deliver the most effective water sharing management 
practices. 
The management of river/lake basins competing interests within state’s borders is 
entrusted to river basin organizations (RBOs). 
The management of competing interests in transborder river basins calls for 
international river basin organizations (IRBOs) entrusted by riparian and co-basin 
sovereign states.  
Each RBO and IRBO is tasked with the challenge of pairing the physical-hydrological 
understanding of the water-body situated within their areas of ‘jurisdiction’ with their 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
38 Source: World Resources Institute. ‘Transboundary environmental governance: The ebb and flow of river basin organizations’.  
Section box 7.2.  Retrieved from: http://www.wri.org/publication/content/8544 
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unique socio-political/cultural ‘identities’, stakeholder demands and power 
asymmetries-all elements that provide the rationale for their distinctive setting.39 
RBOs’ aims and geographical scope may vary significantly from managing a single 
issue in specific points to a full scale deployment of IWRM on an international basin  
(which, in some cases, could include international sub-basins as in the case of the 
Danube, Rhine, Elbe in Europe). 
Like any other organizations/institutions, RBOs comprise of formal institutions such as 
law, policy and government bodies, as well as informal institutions - nongovernmental 
actors, cultural norms and values- which taken together influence operational water 
management and, through this, the performance of the water sector.40  
 
Box 2.2: On the challenge of reconciling Nature’s boundaries with Man-
made boundaries 
 
a) Excerpts from Wester & Warner (2002)41 
Nature’s boundaries are commonly presumed to leave no room for political debate, as 
they were ‘drawn by nature itself’.  
The policy prescription that river basins are natural units and thus the logical scale for 
organising water management is depoliticising in that it rules out debate by drawing 
‘nature’ into the equation.  
On closer inspection, however, it turns out that it is not quite that easy to determine on 
the ground where nature has drawn the line. Mostert et al (1999) point out that river 
basins are open systems with sometimes ill-defined boundaries as rivers may have a 
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 Building on the presumption grounded in historical experience that each basin is unique and responding to a given 
socioeconomic, political, cultural setting, Delli Priscoli  (2004) presents a qualified study exploring different RBO cultures and 
institutional arrangements. 
40
 According to Saleth and Dinar (2004) as cited in Delli Priscoli (2004), the main factor influencing the performance of RBOs in 
water sharing management / governance is the institutional setting (or regime). For more elaborate discussion on this see Delli 
Priscoli (2004).  
	  
41 Wester, Ph., & Warner, J. (2002). River basin management reconsidered.  In A.Turton,R. Henwood (Eds.). Hydropolitics in the 
developing world: a Southern African perspective (Ch.4). Pretoria: African Water Issues Research Unit.     
	  
	  
81	  
	  
shared delta, their boundaries often do not correspond with aquifer limits and in flatland 
and extremely dry areas are either vague or human-made. In addition, river basins 
interact with the atmosphere and their receiving waters, such as seas. 
Furthermore, the uses made of river basins often transcend river basin boundaries 
through interbasin water transfers (Mostert et al, 1999). Griffen (1999) also highlights 
that nature does not always do such a good job at drawing the boundaries of river basins 
by stating that approximately one third of the landmass of the US (excluding Alaska and 
Hawaii) possesses physical characteristics that make river basin delineation 
problematic. 
He also points out that another problem with using a watershed as the appropriate 
spatial unit is that the use of watersheds erroneously assumes that all biotic and abiotic 
factors are similarly organized. Air, wildlife, and other natural resource issues are effe 
ctively transboundary and may not be well served by using watersheds as an organizing 
principle” (Griffen, 1999). 
Newson (1997) makes similar points and emphasizes the tremendous diversity in 
thesize of river basins.  
b) Intricacies in defining the spatial scope of a river basin 
Such ‘delineation intricacies’ that the challenge of pairing Nature boundaries with Man-
made ones poses are often reflected in defining the very spatial scope of basins in first 
place.  
These intricacies are particularly pronounced when an integrated approach is pursued in 
integrating surface freshwater river basin, groundwater stocks and ecological 
regions/zones and become virtually impossible to untangle when these ‘elements’ of 
integration do not belong to the same states.  
The solution to the problem of identifying river surface catchment boundaries and the 
actual extent of drainage networks may greatly benefit from the technical solutions 
made available by the progress of Geographical Information System (GIS) Tools. 
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The identification of groundwater remains difficult. Natural groundwater resources are 
stock in aquifers, which are permeable rock formations or unconsolidated deposits, 
mainly gravels, sands and silts. The limits of this formation are not always clear, but can 
be obtained from geological maps and field tests. Specific local studies are needed in all 
cases. 
Figures 2A, 2B, 2C and 2D in Annex 2,Part 1 may provide some insights into the 
above-mentioned intricacies that characterize the Danube River Basin. 
 
2.5. Global Principles of International Water Management: the UN and 
UNECE Water Conventions  
	  
As previously noted, almost half of the planet’s land surface is covered by international 
freshwater bodies whose hydrological and physical boundaries transcend the political 
borders of two or more basin or riparian states.  
Historically, such transborder water-bodies have first sparked the need for cooperative 
efforts among riparian and, progressively, among co-basin states.  
The realization that the usage of scarce water by one state necessarily affects the usage 
of others and that unilateral actions may be of detrimental character for some or even all 
basin states has triggered the need for a commonly agreed set of  principles as a means 
for avoiding, preventing  and  settling any arising conflicts. 
Building on the work of the Institute of International Law and the International Law 
Association (ILA) which in 1966 proposed the  “Rules on the Uses of the Waters of 
International Rivers” (also known as ‘Helsinki Rules’) the international community 
devised two  “Water Conventions”:  
• 1992 UNECE Convention “Protection and Use of Transboundary 
Watercourses and International Lakes”  
• 1997 UN Convention  “Law of the Non-navigational Uses of International 
Watercourses” 
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The provisions of these two “transborder water specific Conventions” and, in particular, 
the UNECE one, are further reinforced by a series of other “transborder issue specific 
legal frameworks”, among which of particular relevance for this dissertation is the 1998 
UNECE	  “ Convention on the Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-
making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters” (known as the Aarhus 
Convention).	  
	  	  
 
2.5.a.  UN Convention in a nutshell 
 
The 1997 UN Convention on the Law of Non-navigational Uses of International 
Watercourses is the first truly global attempt at managing international waters.  
It strengthens the Helsinki Convention and stresses as key principles the ‘reasonable 
and equitable use of water resources’ and the obligations ‘not to cause significant 
harm’, ‘to cooperate’ and ‘to regularly exchange data and information’ (Giordano, 
2002). However, the vague formulation and the lack of methods, guidance and specific 
provision have hindered the application of these principles in practice (Gooch, Hoglund 
et al. 2002 as cited in Giordano, 200242).  
 
2.5.b. UNECE in a nutshell 
 
The UNECE Convention about the Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses 
and International Lakes was adopted in 1992 in Helsinki. The objective is to strengthen 
national and international measures aiming at protection and ecological sound 
management of transboundary waters. The principles that the parties to the convention 
agreed to follow are the ‘precautionary principle’, the ‘polluter pays principle’ and the 
‘sustainability principle’ (UNECE, 1992).  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42 Giordano,M.A.(2002). International River Basin Management: Global Principles and Basin Practice (Doctoral dissertation 
abstract).  Retrieved from:  www.transboundarywaters.orst.edu/.../abst.../Giordano-Meredith-2002.pdf	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Both “Conventions” have still not finalized their ratification process43.  The principles 
for the provision of both Conventions have a transborder character and consequentially, 
a direct bearing on the sovereignty of riparian and co-basin states. 
 
2.5.c. Aarhus (UNECE) Convention in a nutshell  
 
The objective of the Aarhus Convention is to involve all water users / stakeholders in 
the decision making process.  In doing so, the Convention imposes “public 
participation” of all stakeholders (public and private, institutional and corporate) as a 
fundamental requirement for addressing the issues of managing water as economic good 
in a sustainable manner.  
The Aarhus Convention was of pivotal importance as it sanctioned public participation 
as a universal right.  
Box 2.3: On State sovereignty standpoints on transborder water resources 
Source: Giordano (2002)44 
A plausible generalized categorization of  state sovereignty stances on transborder water 
resources  may be the following:  
-absolute sovereignty,  
-absolute riverine integrity,  
-limited territorial sovereignty, 
As transborder waters encroach upon national sovereignty by default , the issue of 
maintaining sovereignty becomes rather pressing.   
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
43 On Conventions’ ratification status: 
• UN Convention has been ratified by 21 Member States out of a total of 192.  
• UNECE Convention has been ratified by 36 out of 56 Member States plus European Community,   
• AARHUS Convention has been ratified by 41 out of 56 UNECE Member states  plus European Community 
•  
44 Source: see note 42. 	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Absolute sovereignty is based on hydrography and implies unilateral control over 
waters within a state's territory (Usually the starting point of upstream riparians in 
negotiations but never invoked in any international law judgment so far). 
The doctrine of absolute riverine integrity lies at the other extreme and states that evry 
riparian has a right to the waters that flow thru its territory (This is often the initial 
bargaining position for downstream riparians). 
Limited territorial sovereignty (together with economic criteria) represent more 
moderate water rights positions.  Limited territorial sovereignty reflects the right to 
reasonable and equitable use of international waters while inflicting no significant harm 
to others. (The principle of allocating water based on its economic value is rather recent 
in water conflict resolution. Most treaties' starting point is the limited territorial 
sovereignty clause). 
	  
2.6. A bird’s eye view of the historical evolution of the two “Water 
Conventions”45  
 
2.6.a. On the “Convention on the Protection and Use of Transboundary 
Watercourses and International Lakes” 
The first efforts to codify the international law on non-navigational uses of transborder 
watercourses were undertaken by the Institute of International Law and the International 
Law Association (ILA) in 1966, when the latter adopted the Rules on the Uses of the 
Waters of International Rivers (hereinafter, the Helsinki Rules). The Helsinki Rules 
were not mandatory, however they were commonly acknowledged to be a reflection of 
existing international customary law. The Helsinki Rules fixed the principle of 
“reasonable and equitable utilization”. According to this principle, each basin State is 
entitled, within its territory, to a reasonable and equitable share in the beneficial uses of 
the waters of an international drainage basin. In the Helsinki Rules, the principle of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
45 Excerpts from UNECE (2009). Capacity for Water Cooperation in Europe Study. 	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“reasonable and equitable utilization” prevailed over another basic norm of the legal 
regime for international watercourses, the principle of “no significant harm”. The latter, 
as formulated in the Helsinki Rules, requires States to prevent any new form of water 
pollution or any increase in the degree of existing water pollution which would cause a 
substantial injury in the territory of a co-basin State.  
In 2004, ILA adopted the Berlin Rules on Water Resources, a revision of the Helsinki 
and other ILA rules. The Berlin Rules present an attempt to incorporate environmental 
concerns and human rights in this area of law.  Among other issues, they address 
institutional arrangements by basin States such as “basin wide or joint agency or 
commission with authority to undertake the integrated management of waters of an 
international drainage basin” or “other joint mechanisms”.  The UNECE Convention 
obliges Parties to take all appropriate measures to prevent, control and reduce any 
transborder impact. It requires Parties to take all appropriate measures to protect 
transborder waters, to ensure that transborder waters are used with the aim of 
ecologically sound and rational water management, to ensure that transborder waters are 
used in a reasonable and equitable way, and to ensure conservation and restoration of 
ecosystems.  
The precautionary principle and the polluter-pays principle are among the basic 
principles that Parties should be guided by. In addition, the UNECE Convention 
includes several important concepts, such as controlling and preventing pollution at 
source, conducting an environmental impact assessment, and ensuring application of the 
best available technology.  
 
Adopted in Helsinki in 1992, the UNECE Convention entered into force in 1996. It is a 
unique framework instrument that provides mechanisms for developing institutional 
cooperation among UNECE countries.  
For more on the UNECE Convention, see Annex 2, Part 2. 
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2.6.b. On the “Convention on the Law of the Non-navigational Uses of 
International Watercourses    
	  
The Helsinki Rules also established the foundation for the work of the International 
Law Commission that led to the adoption by the United Nations General Assembly in 
1997 of the Convention on the Law of the Non-navigational Uses of International 
Watercourses (hereinafter, the UN Water Convention). This Convention confirms the 
principle of “equitable and reasonable utilization” and lists a number of factors to help 
define such utilization.  
The UN Convention tries to achieve a balance between the two principles, by obliging 
States to prevent causing of significant harm to other watercourse States, and where 
significant harm nevertheless is caused, to take all appropriate measures to eliminate or 
mitigate such harm, having due regard for the principle of “equitable and reasonable 
utilization”.  
The UN Convention encourages States to enter into new watercourse agreements in 
order to apply and adjust the provisions of the UN Convention to the characteristics and 
uses of a particular international watercourse or parts thereof. The UN Convention 
recommends that States consider the establishment of joint mechanisms or commissions 
to facilitate cooperation in the light of experience gained through cooperation in 
existing joint mechanisms and commissions in various regions. 
For a more extensive coverage of the UN Convention, see Annex 2,Part 3. For 
Giordano’s (2002) critique, see Annex 2, section 2M. 
2.6.c. A synoptic overview of the UN and UNECE “Water Conventions” 
 
Both “Water Conventions” include provisions for all Parties and provisions for 
“Riparian Parties”, i.e. the Parties bordering the same transboundary46 waters.  
Whereas the UN Convention only encourages States to conclude watercourse 
agreements, the UNECE Convention requires riparian Parties to enter into bilateral or 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
46 The “water jargon” favors the term ‘transboundary’ with its ‘all encompassing meaning” which gives it more “space for 
maneuvering” in diplomatic and negotiation relations. This dissertation has chosen to distinguish ‘transboundary’ from its sub set 
‘transborder’, the latter being congruent in meaning to ‘international ’(see note 1).  
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multilateral agreements or other arrangements, or to adapt existing agreements or 
arrangements, so as to eliminate any contradictions with the UNECE Convention’s 
basic principles. According to the UNECE Convention, such agreements shall provide 
for the establishment of joint bodies. Therefore, the conclusion and/or revision of 
bilateral or multilateral agreements and the establishment of joint bodies are mandatory 
for Parties to the UNECE Convention, which considers such agreements and bodies to 
be a key mechanism for cooperation between riparian States.”  
 
Box 2.4:  On Aarhus Convention’s contributions to Water Conventions and 
IWRM 
The ever-increasing multiplicity of competing usages of scarce water resources and the 
consequent realization that efficient water management necessarily entails the adoption 
of economic principles has further ushered into the 1998 Aarhus Convention.  
The Convention openly calls for all water users (stakeholders) to be involved in the 
decision making process and in doing so, imposes “public participation” of all 
stakeholders (public and private, institutional and corporate) as a fundamental 
requirement for addressing the issues of managing water as an economic good in a 
sustainable manner.  The Aarhus Convention was of pivotal importance as it sanctioned 
public participation as a universal right.  
Its provisions are aimed at fostering an environment conducive to the exchange and 
access to information in first place.  
Public participation extends to all water users, to non-governmental organizations, such 
as local and national environmental groups, and to other stakeholders. Key 
organizations and citizens’ groups likely to be affected by the plan need to be identified 
and involved. In some cases, such as in large or geographically varied districts, 
authorities may want to put in place consultation mechanisms for individual sub-
basins.47 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
47 European Commission (DG Environment) (2008). A common task: public participation in river basin management planning. 
Water notes on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive. Note no.12. Retrieved from: 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/participation/notes_en.htm 
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2.7. From Global Principles to (hands on) Water Management              
                                                     
Freshwater bodies are hydrological entities whose physical boundaries are 
geographically constrained. As a result, the Conventions’ Principles need to be applied 
at the “water-body” level. More specifically, both Conventions: 
• require basin /riparian Member States to  entrust  their national regional or local 
authorities to carry out the Convention’s provisions; 
 
• recommend the establishment of apt international organizations for managing 
cooperation in sharing transborder water in accordance with the Conventions’ 
provisions. 
 
Moreover, technical feasibility constraints (set mostly by costs) impose limitations on 
the geographical coverage of any technical and managerial solutions sought to be 
implemented. 
 
2.7.a. Dichotomy between global principles and basin specific driven 
solutions 
 
Given their collective nature, transborder freshwater resources have increasingly 
become a key concern in national security discussions.  
As noted by the vast majority of scholars who have scrutinized past and present 
transborder treaties, the aforementioned generalized principles are rarely invoked in 
practice.  Instead, nations tend to prefer relying on agreements that were formulated by 
focusing exclusively on the basin's specific (and unique) needs and conditions 
(Giordano, 2002). 
The divergence between formulating generalized principles on the one hand and 
implementing localized ones in practice has so far received scant scholarly attention  
(2002). 
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All in all, it would seem plausible to contend that most states share the understanding 
that the unique characteristics of each basin consistently require customized 
management regimes. An examination of the progression of geographic thought on river 
basin development reveals a spatial focus ('awareness') that has not evolved beyond the 
basin level (Giordano, 2002).   
Author's remark:  
The prevailing 'hands on' application of the Conventions' provisions of water as 'a 
social and economic good'  emphasises water's economic dimension over its social 
counterpart while eclipsing its cultural dimension as first officially declared in 2002 
by article 11 of the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural rights 48.  
This approach is at odds with the different customary habits rooted in distinct cultural 
value systems (Muslim, Hindu, Amerind,etc.) as well as those sustaining the cultural 
identity of  disavantaged socioeconomic groups within the same cultural context (e.g. 
Roma, nomadic communities).  
Given their cultural connotation and value for the identity of communities, such 
practices need to be  respected.  
Perhaps, therefore, it may be more appropriate to contend that any set of globalized 
principles should make an effort to accommodate itself to such culturally defined local 
settings rather than to expect the contrary. 
 
2.7.b. The emergence of the Integrated Water Resources Management 
(IWRM) paradigm: ‘technical legitimacy’ for generalized principles at a 
local level 
 
As previously noted, for International Conventions to be meaningful they must be 
implemented at a local level. 
As water resources become increasingly scarce, water governance’s task is getting more 
and more challenging and complex.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
48 as set forth in the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR). 
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Prior to the ’60s, when the awareness of water scarcity was not yet an acute concern49, 
water management’s focus was strictly on sector specific water uses such as navigation, 
hydropower and floods control (as seen in chapter one). Only with the advent of the 
industrial revolution and urbanization - which has seen a tremendous surge in water 
utilization rates and given rise to wide scale pollution of the hydrosphere as well as the 
planet’s ecosystem as a whole - water quality and progressively, scarcity, became a 
critical issue of major concern.  
 Favored by the new political mainstream of the ‘80s, a better understanding of water’s 
role in the ecosystem coupled with an increasing awareness of global sustainable 
development, a new paradigm in water management gradually emerged from the ‘70s 
onwards: the Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM). 
As this paradigm’s key terms pinpoint:  
• water is a (scarce) resource. According to the ‘Dublin Principles’ (1992), (mainly) 
“an economic good” (For an extensive coverage of IWRM’s evolution and a 
better understanding of its economic nature, see Appendix 2, 2Q); 
 
• the management of water resources needs to be ‘integrated’. The latter term is a  
‘buzzword’ for coordinating separate elements endowed with significant ‘umbrella 
capacity’, which allows human ingenuity and political initiative to conjure up an 
assortment of different solutions and goals with regards to water governance and 
security (from access and quality to water usage benefits, integrated water and 
land uses, all the way to a holistic basin scale development.  
 
The IWRM paradigm constitutes a major departure from the past since it fosters a novel 
understanding of water management as a dynamic and holistic process which places 
water resources in relation to land uses and the biosphere as a whole, with the aim of 
pursuing sustainable development for current and future generations. 
As such, it marks the important shift from economic efficiency to biosphere concerns 
and it enhances its focus on the natural watershed river basin by incorporating all 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49
 with the obvious exception of the most arid and desert territories. 
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physical – socio – economic and political interdependencies, which concur to define the 
best possible outcome. 
In short, IWRM principles provide water practitioners with the guidelines for devising 
and /or choosing the watercourse management solutions that can best contribute to the 
enhancement of a river basin’s welfare.  
	  
Box 2.5: What is Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM)? 
	  
	  Source: Excerpts from Cap-Net (2008)50 
 
Integrated water resources management may be defined as a systematic process for the 
sustainable development, allocation and monitoring of water resource use in the context 
of social, economic and environmental objectives.  
It is cross-sectoral and therefore in stark contrast to the traditional sectoral approach that 
has been adopted by many countries.  
It has been further broadened to incorporate participatory decision making of all 
stakeholders.  
The basis of IWRM is that there are a variety of uses of water resources which are 
interdependent. The failure to recognize interdependency coupled with unregulated use 
can lead to negative consequences of water resource wastage and in the long term to the 
unsustainability of water resources. Thus, IWRM departs from traditional approaches in 
three ways:  
 The multiple goals and objectives are crosscutting so that IWRM departs from the 
traditional sectoral approach; 
 Spatial focus is the river basin instead of single water courses;  
 Departure from narrow professional and political boundaries and perspectives and 
broadened to incorporate participatory decision making of all stakeholders 
(Inclusion versus exclusion)  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
50 Excerpts from Cap-Net Training Manual and Facilitators’ Guide  (2008) 
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Integrated management does not segregate water users or use a sectoral approach as is 
adopted in many countries. Rather, water allocation and management decisions consider 
the impact of each use on the other. In so doing, the crosscutting goals of social, 
economic and environmental sustainability are considered collectively, and cross-
sectoral policies are examined to shape more coherent, coordinated policies.  
The basic IWRM concept has been extended to incorporate participatory decision 
making. Different user groups (farmers, communities, environmentalists, and others) 
may influence strategies for water resource development and management. That brings 
additional benefits, as informed users apply local self-regulation in relation to issues 
such as water conservation and catchments protection far more effectively than central 
regulation and surveillance can achieve.  
The term management is used in its broadest sense in that it highlights the need to not 
only focus on the development of water resources, but also consciously manage water 
development that ensures sustainable use for future generations.  
 
Integrated water resources management occurs in a holistic framework, dealing with 
(Jaspers, 2001 in CapNet, 2008): 
  
 all water (spatial);  
 all interests (social);  
 all stakeholders (participatory);  
 all levels (administrative);  
 all relevant disciplines (organizational);  
 sustainability (in all senses: environmental, political, social, cultural, economic, 
financial and legal).  
The framework is so broad that the traditional sectoral management approach must be 
abandoned in favor of a holistic one encompassing environmental, institutional, social, 
technical, and financial sustainability (This requires the creation of a platform for 
government and stakeholders).  
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At the core of the water management framework is the treatment of water as an 
economic good as well as a social good, combined with decentralized management and 
delivery structures, greater reliance on pricing, and fuller participation by stakeholders 
(World Bank, 1993 cited in CapNet, 2008).  
In short, IWRM recognizes that water is a scarce natural resource, subject to many 
interdependencies in conveyance and use, which can best be regulated through 
economic market base instruments (the latter being justified by the need to avoid waste 
and other forms of dissipation of this ‘precious resource).  
Author’s remark  
This definition meets the mainstream understanding of IWRM. However, this 
dissertation maintains that this conceptual framework is very useful for analyzing   
“anatomically” the river basins “water wellbeing” linkages but less effective in 
preventing and settling emerging conflicts where a COMMON VISION FOR 
WELLBEING and development of people involved is at stake. Without such vision, 
IWRM is left to be no more than a ‘multi sectorial’ and/or “multi stakeholders” 
allocation/compensation mechanism.  
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Box 2.6: On the transition to IWRM and the novelties it brings about  
Sources: 
 UNECE (2005)51  
 Raadgever & Mostert (2005) 52  
 With the advent of the industrial revolution and urbanization, the preoccupation over 
water quality and the severe implications that its deterioration might have for human 
lives have triggered the need for a considerably different framework in managing 
freshwater.  
The new socioeconomic and political mainstream led the RBOs to adopt a demand 
driven method in sharing water access, benefits and responsibilities while paying due 
attention to stakeholders‘ concerns.   
 The transition from a ‘supply side’, command-and-control driven management of water 
resources to Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) can be summarized as 
follows:                                         
 
             Table 2.1: Transition from traditional approach to IWRM (UNECE, 2005) 
 
Hereafter some examples of  “ water resource integration” relevant to IWRM:   
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51 UNECE (2005). Background Document on Information Management in Transboundary Water Cooperation. Prepared by 
UNECE Secretariat  with the assistance of the Convention ́s International Water Assessment Centre (IWAC).Retrieved from: 
www.unece.org/env/water/cwc/Info-pp/Backdoc_info_e.pdf 
52 Raadgever, G.T. and Mostert, E.(2005). Transboundary River Basin Management – State-of-the-art review on transboundary 
regimes and information management in the context of adaptive management. Deliverable 1.3.1 of the NeWater project, RBA 
Centre, TU Delft (online). Retrieved from: http://www.usf.uni-osnabrueck.de/projects/newater/downloads/newater_wp10.pdf	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• Integration of all water resources 
• Integration of all water uses, functions and values 
• Integration of environmental objectives 
• Integration of disciplines, analyses and expertise 
• Integration of all significant management and ecological aspects 
•  Involvement of stakeholders and the civil society in decision- making 
 
The adoption of IWRM has brought in at least four key elements of new water policies, 
strategies and actions: 
• Balancing values: recognize that water has social, economic and environmental 
values and should therefore be managed so as to realize the most acceptable and 
sustainable combination of those values; 
 
•  Coordinated management of interconnected waters:  Stipulate that water 
resources should, as far as possible, be managed in an integrated manner on the 
basis of basins or catchment areas. Such an integrated approach should apply across 
the whole of a trans-jurisdictional catchment area, whether transboundary or not, 
from its aquifer or groundwater sources through associated coastal waters; 
 
• Holistic approach to environmentally sound management of inland water resources 
and riparian vegetation, riverine floodplains and associated wildlife and habitats. 
Aims include linking social and economic development to the protection of natural 
ecosystems and relating water resource management to regulatory measures 
concerning other environmental mediums and taking into account the role and 
functions of water-related ecosystems (forests, wetlands, soils) in the water cycle; 
 
• Apply to the integrated management of surface freshwater (rivers, lakes, 
reservoirs), groundwater, estuaries and coastal waters. They deal with water in 
the course of extraction, transport, treatment or supply; and they cover wastewater 
throughout the course of collection, transport, treatment and discharge or reuse. 
 
In other words, IWRM entails a new level of national and international awareness and 
responsibility in solving complex and interrelated problems of the environment. 
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Box 2.7: On RBOs Managerial and Institutional Response to IWRM Challenges 
	  Source:	  Raadgever & Mostert (2005)53	  
The grafting of IWRM principles and goals in command and control driven RBOs   
required a sweeping reform of RBOs managerial and institutional design. 
a) RBOs managerial response  
For achieving the goals emphasized by IRWM, RBOs managers are increasingly 
availing of conceptual tools originating from modern systems, stochastic and 
complexity theories. (The recourse to this tools started in the ‘70s (e.g. Holling 1978) 
and in recent years has increased strongly (e.g. Geldof 1995; Pagan and Crase 2004; 
Pahl-Wostl 2004; Tompkins and Adger 2004 as cited in Raadgever & Mostert, 2005). 
These conceptual tools helps water managers to craft an adaptive water management 
system that learns and evolves (‘Adaptive Management’). 
	  
         Figure 2.1: Transition to Adaptive Management (Raadgever & Mostert, 2005) 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53 
Source: see note 52.
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b) RBOs Institutional response   
The traditional technocratic approach can be characterized as a static paradigm that can 
be examined at four different levels: the institutional framework, analytical support, 
planning and operational management (Mostert et al. 1999 as cited in Raadgever & 
Mostert, 2005).  
The traditional technocratic role of RBOs can be summarized by the conceptual 
framework of Figure 2.2, which shows how the river basin and its users are directly 
influenced by operational management, which is in turn influenced by (strategic and 
operational) planning.  Planning and management are both influenced by analytical 
support and all three levels are located within the institutional framework. 
An effective conceptual framework describing the role of RBOs in line with IWRM 
principles and goals was developed by Savenije and van der Zaag (2000)-as cited in 
Raadgever & Mostert, 2005. 
The conceptual framework uses the metaphor of the ‘classical temple’ (See Figure 2.3) 
where: 
• the foundation under the temple is the realization that integrated water resources 
management should be done in an integrated way;  
• the roof ‘sharing international water resources’ is supported by three pillars: politics, 
technical cooperation and institutional support.  
• all three pillars are necessary elements to arrive at balanced management of 
international resources. 
 
The comparison of the two frameworks shows that: 
• the  technical pillar of the classical temple consists of operational management and 
analytical support 
• the institutional pillar consists of the (inter)national legal and organizational 
framework 
• the politic pillar reflects the interests of (inter)national actors and the power play 
between them.  
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• Politics cannot explicitly be found in the framework of Mostert and van Beek et al, 
as the plans and policy can not explicitly be found in the framework of Savenije and 
van der Zaag. 
 
	  
Figure 2.2:  IWRM Institutional Framework               Figure 2.3: IWRM ‘Temple’  
 
Author’s remark 
In this static understanding, IWRM is not a process defined by any series of steps or any 
goals that must be attained, but rather a snapshot of institutional actors’ cross sector 
activities at any given point in time. Such a problem solving ‘program’ may lead to 
improvements of the ‘status quo’ but does not necessarily have to do so, as this multi 
sectorial approach calls for no common vision that only a well-balanced multi- sectoral 
distribution could yield.	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2.8. Integrated Transborder Water Resource Management (ITWRM) 
	  
The seeds of modern Integrated Transborder Water Resources Management (ITWRM) 
can be traced back to the German Ruhr Genossenschaffen of the 19th century which 
alarming pollution levels have fueled the development of the first integrated, holistic 
scheme for ‘sharing’ in a sustainable manner international water resources , the 
pioneering American experience on  the  management of  Colorado river basin and  
Delaware river basin  in the ‘20s, as well as the successful experience of the 
International Commission for the Protection of the Rhine from the early ’60s. 
For a more comprehensive account of ITWRM’s historical evolution, see Annex 2, part 
4 (sections 2N and 2O).  
As noted in chapter 1, the intensity of water engendered disputes surged as concerns 
over water scarcity started to proliferate. 
The world’s 263 international river basins (Europe (69), Africa (59), Asia (57), North 
America (40), and South America (38)) which account for nearly one-half of the earth’s 
land surface, generate roughly 60% of global freshwater flow and are home to 
approximately 40% of the world’s population (Giordano & Wolf, 2002 in Wolf, 2005), 
shed light on the global nature of the challenges of water security governance and the 
transborder cooperative efforts that the latter entail. 
Given the relevance of transborder river basins, the need for properly managing 
conflicts is especially a pressing concern on the international level, where the 
sovereignty and relative power status of each member play a critical role. 
In order to prevent possible conflicts related to “water sharing” at a transborder level, 
the International Community devised the two (previously explored) “Water 
Conventions”.  
Both “Water Convention” address state sovereignty concerns: 
• the UN Convention encourages States to conclude watercourse agreements and 
recommends that States consider the establishment of joint mechanisms or 
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commissions to facilitate cooperation in the light of experience gained through 
cooperation in existing joint mechanisms and commissions in various regions; 
 
• the UNECE Convention requires riparian Parties to enter into bilateral or 
multilateral agreements or other arrangements, or to adapt existing agreements 
or arrangements, so as to eliminate any contradictions with the UNECE 
Convention’s basic principles. According to the UNECE Convention, such 
agreements shall provide for the establishment of joint bodies. Therefore, the 
conclusion and/or revision of bilateral or multilateral agreements and the 
establishment of joint bodies are mandatory for Parties to the UNECE 
Convention, which considers such agreements and bodies to be a key 
mechanism for cooperation between riparian States.” 54	  
	  
Thus, the two Conventions provide guidelines for international managerial ‘behavior’. 
At the actual water-body level however, the new IWRM paradigm, which centers on the 
river/lake basin as its fundamental unit of analysis and operational focus, was emerging 
as an effective and dynamic process for avoiding, preventing and settling water 
conflicts. 
In general, the effectiveness of any organizational entity is very much contingent on its 
institutional design. IWRM is certainly no exception in this regard, and its application 
on the international scale has called for a revamped institutional design and managerial 
practices of existing RBOs and/or the setup of new RBOs. 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
54 UNECE (2009). River basin commissions and other institutions for transboundary water cooperation. Capacity for Water 
Cooperation in Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia. New York and Geneva,2009.  
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2.8.a. ITWRM institutions  
(UNECE, 2009)55 
Riparian/ basin countries are engaging in a growing number of multilateral and bilateral 
agreements to regulate the use and protection of transborder waters. 
To ensure their effective implementation, governments are establishing joint bodies for 
transborder water cooperation that serve both as forums and tools for enriching dialogue 
and decision making. 
Existing joint bodies take a variety of forms, cover many areas and offer a wide range of 
experiences with regard to institutional mechanisms and organizational structures. 
These experiences are very useful to support efforts to establish or strengthen new 
transborder water cooperation but undoubtedly the prerequisite to any effective 
cooperation is political will. 
With regard to inter-State water cooperation the following three types of institutional 
arrangements can be identified:  
 
• No designation of institution to implement the agreement;  
• Plenipotentiaries (state/governmental representatives) are appointed to facilitate 
the implementation of the agreement;  
• A joint commission is established to facilitate inter-State cooperation in 
implementation of the agreement 
	  
No designation of institution to implement the agreement  
This is generally the preferred institutional arrangement for agreements with a narrow 
scope.  
 
 
Plenipotentiaries 
The institution of plenipotentiaries is typical for agreements concerning cross 
border/riparian border waters. In this case, usually the relative water trasnborder 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
55 Source: see note 54. 
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agreements only describe the functions and tasks of the plenipotentiaries in general 
terms.  
It is worthy to mention that: 
• some countries appoint the same officials to act simultaneously as 
plenipotentiaries for several agreements; 
 
• In most cases, the plenipotentiaries: 
- still hold their positions as civil servants and must combine their 
plenipotentiary duties with their regular functions (e.g. as heads or deputy 
heads of departments in ministries or agencies) 
- lack any additional staff or other organizational structure responsible for 
implementing the agreement and decisions taken. They also tend to lack 
financial resources for activities to implement the agreement.  
 
In Europe56:  
• the appointment of plenipotentiaries was typical of agreements between the 
USSR and neighboring countries and continues to be the norm for agreements 
between the socialist States of the former CEE involving EECCA countries57.   
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
56 For a comprehensive coverage of global institutional platforms in Western Europe and other world regions, see the Oregon’s 
State University “International Freshwater Treaty database”: 
http://www.transboundarywaters.orst.edu/database/interfreshtreatdata.html 
57 Evidence shows that the institution of plenipotentiaries is being strengthened in agreements from the early 1990s concluded by 
or with participation of EECCA States. This is bringing the plenipotentiary mechanism closer to that of joint commissions. These 
new agreements	  describe in more detail the plenipotentiaries’ activities and meetings, and empower them to form working groups, 
call upon experts and organize expert meetings, as well as provide for the opportunity to have secretaries. Plenipotentiaries attend 
their meetings as heads of delegations, and working groups established by the plenipotentiaries may be analogous to the working 
groups set up by joint commissions. 
 
	  
	  
104	  
	  
 Joint Commissions  
Joint commissions/river basin commissions and other institutions for transborder water 
cooperation worldwide ware mostly created to ensure the protection and use of 
transborder water at a river basin level. 
 
In general, these institutions are endowed with dedicated professional expertise 
complemented with organizational and financial resources, conducive to the pursuit of 
transborder agreements’ aims.   
 
Experience from the international arena shows that:  
• the institution of joint commissions/ river basin  commissions  clearly prevails 
over the institution of plenipotentiaries 58; 
 
• organizational structure is the most obvious characteristic that distinguishes  the 
plenipotentiaries from the joint commissions setup. 
	  
2.8.b. Institutional Transborder Water Management Platforms in Europe: 
Typology Overview in post Soviet States and EU neighboring countries  
 
In line with the dissertation’s geographical focus, hereafter the:  
• map of  Western European transborder river basins  (Figure 2.4); 
 
• map of Western European transborder river basins in which some form of 
institutional arrangement for cooperation  is in place (Figure 2.5); 
 
• list of institutional arrangements/ water transborder agreements that took place  
between and among post-Soviet and EU neighboring transition riparian/basin 
states after the collapse of  USSR  in 1989 (Table 2.2) , elaborated59 according 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
58 For EECCA region see UNECE. 
 
59 The original table was amended by excluding all agreements stipulated in areas that have no geographic affiliation with the 
dissertation’s scope, as well as by adding the Sava Framework Agreement.  
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to an Institutional Arrangement Taxonomy presented in “UNECE Capacity of 
Cooperation project’ of 2009” (on which section 2.8a is based). 
	  
	  
Figure 2.4: Overview map of main transboundary surface waters in Western Europe 
       (UNECE, 2009). 
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Figure 2.5: Map of Western European transborder river basins in which some form of 
institutional arrangement for cooperation is in place 
Source: AIFA60  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
60
 Source: Oregon State University Transboundary Water Database. Atlas of International Freshwater Agreements (AIFA) section 
Europe. Retrieved from: www.Transboundarywaters.orst.edu/publications/atlas/index.html 
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Table 2.2: List of institutional arrangements/ water transboundary agreements that took 
place between and among post-Soviet and EU neighboring transition riparian/basin 
states after the collapse of USSR in 1989. 
 (The water transboundary agreements / institutional arrangements that are in bold characters are those 
of special interest to the dissertation). 
No.  Title and date of signature  Joint body  
1.  
Agreement between the Government of Ukraine and the 
Government of the Russian Federation Concerning the Joint 
Use and Protection of Transboundary Waters (1992)  
Plenipotentiaries  
2.  
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of 
Moldova and the Government of Ukraine on Joint Use 
and Protection of Transboundary Waters (1994)  
Plenipotentiaries  
3.  
Agreement between the Government of Ukraine and the 
Government of Slovak Republic on the Questions of Water 
Management in Frontier Waters (1994)  
Joint commission  
4.  
Agreement between the Government of the Russian 
Federation and the Government of the Republic of Estonia 
Concerning Cooperation in Protection and Use of Fish 
Resources in Chudskoye, Teoploye and Pskovskoye Lakes 
(1994)  
Intergovernmental 
Commission on 
Fisheries  
5.  Convention on Cooperation for the Protection and 
Sustainable Use of the Danube River (1994)  
Joint commission  
6.  
Agreement between the Government of Ukraine and the 
Government of Poland on Cooperation in the Field of Water 
Management in Frontier Waters (1996)  
Joint commission  
7.  
Agreement between the Government of Ukraine and the 
Government of Hungary on the Questions of Water 
Management in Frontier Waters (1997)  
Plenipotentiaries  
8.  
Agreement between the Government of Ukraine and the 
Government of Romania on Cooperation in the Field of 
Transboundary Water Management (1997)  
Plenipotentiaries  
9.  
Agreement between the Government of the Russian 
Federation and the Government of the Republic of Estonia 
Concerning Cooperation in Protection and Rational Use of 
Transboundary Waters (1997)  
Joint commission  
10.  
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of 
Belarus and the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine Concerning 
Joint Use and Protection of Transboundary Waters (2001)  
Plenipotentiaries  
11.  Agreement between the Government of the Russian 
Federation and the Government of the Republic of Belarus 
Joint commission  
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Concerning Cooperation in Protection and Rational Use of 
Transboundary Waters (2002)  
12. 
Framework Agreement on Sava River Basin among the 
four countries: Bosnia&Herzegovina, Slovenia,Croatia,  
(the former)  Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (now 
Republic of Serbia) (2003)  
 Joint  commission  
 with international 
legal capacity  
13.  
Agreement between the Government of Romania and the 
Government of the Republic of Moldova with Regard to the 
Cooperation in the Area of Protection of Fish Resources and 
the Regulating of Fishing in the Prut River and Stanca- 
Costesti Artificial Lake (2003)  
Joint working group  
 
 
 
Box 2.8: Transborder water joint commissions:  relevant features 
Source: Annotated excerpts from pertinent UNECE documents61 
 
a) Scope of application 
According to their scope of application, watercourse agreements and joint bodies can be 
divided into those covering:  
• An entire (or almost entire) basin of a transborder watercourse  
• Part of a basin  
• Only cross border / riparian border  waters  
• Cooperation within a particular project, program or use of a transborder 
watercourse.  
 
A number of joint commissions extend their activities to the entire (or almost entire) 
basin of a transborder watercourse (e.g. the Danube River Basin is the world’s most 
international basin). At the same time, there are cases in which watercourse agreements 
and joint bodies do not cover critical parts of basins62.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
61 Referring to previously cited UNECE documents- UNECE (2009) ; UNECE(2007). 
 
62
For instance, the Mekong River Commission was established in 1995 by the agreement of the Governments of Cambodia, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Thailand and Viet Nam. China – which contributes 16 per cent of the Mekong’s flow – and 
Myanmar do not participate in the 1995 Agreement. 
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There are also a number of agreements and joint bodies that cover only cross border / 
riparian border waters. In such cases, cooperation has the additional goal of ensuring the 
stability of international border in areas where they are formed by transborder waters. 
Such bilateral agreements often provide for the institution of the plenipotentiaries as a 
joint body.  
Agreements and joint bodies that regulate cooperation within a particular project, 
program or use are quite widespread in international practice.  At the same time, some 
States resist participating in agreements on transborder  watercourses, whether  
Conventions , framework agreements or those for specific watercourses63 .   
 
b) Competence, functions and tasks of joint bodies 
Early agreements on transborder watercourses that provided for the establishment of 
joint bodies most commonly covered one or a few areas only, predominantly navigation 
and trade.   
Nowadays, the competences, functions and tasks of a great number of existing joint 
bodies are relatively broad in order to enable them  to achieve the agreements’ aims  in 
accordance with the IWRM paradigm and , when specified, the Water Conventions’ 
principles. 
The following functions of joint bodies can be identified:  
 
• Coordination and advisory function, which includes coordination of and 
assistance to riparian States in their activities to implement the agreement.  
• Executive function, which includes direct activities of a joint body to implement 
the agreement.  
 
• Control of implementation and dispute settlement function, which includes 
monitoring of implementation, reporting on implementation, and settling differences 
and disputes.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63 For instance, Turkey has signed neither the UNECE Water Convention nor the United Nations Convention of 1997.  
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c) Organizational structure 
 
Joint commissions usually have a developed structure to ensure stability and 
sustainability of their work (while the plenipotentiaries have a relatively simple 
organizational structure 64.) 
The organizational structure of joint commissions most commonly includes a decision-
making body or bodies, executive bodies and working or subsidiary bodies and may 
include the following elements: conference of the Parties, a plenary of the Commission, 
delegations of Parties, a body comprising heads of delegations, the Commission’s 
chairperson, a secretariat, working groups, expert groups, an auditing commission, a 
consultative group of donors, an information centre, a training centre, national offices of 
the joint body and observers. 
 
 
2.9. The EU FWD: from IWRM efficiency in pursuing jointly agreed 
objectives  to IWRM as a ‘process driven’ pursuit of  River Basin waters’ 
“good status”  
The enactment of Directive65 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 23 October 2000, also known as the EU Water Framework Directive 
(hereinafter EU WFD) has marked a decisive turning point in EU IWRM practices as it 
called for IWRM to become truly holistic by broadening the scope of its operational 
activities to sharing water, benefits, responsibilities, environmental sustainability, as 
well as river basin development for the wellbeing of current and future generations.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
64 For example, according to the Agreement between the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine of 1994, the Parties notify each other 
of the appointment of the plenipotentiary and two deputies. Meetings of the plenipotentiaries are organized annually; however, they 
may also meet more often. Between meetings, the plenipotentiaries should keep in contact. In this regard it can be said that 
organizational structure is one of the most obvious characteristic that distinguishes plenipotentiaries from joint commissions.  
	  
65 A directive is a legislative act of the European Union, which requires member states to achieve a particular result without 
dictating the means of achieving that result. It can be distinguished from regulations which are self-executing and do not require any 
implementing measures. Directives normally leave member states with a certain amount of leeway as to the exact rules to be 
adopted. Directives can be adopted by means of a variety of legislative procedures depending on their subject matter. 
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The principal aim of the EU WFD is for all freshwaters in EU territories to reach a 
“good status by 2015 and, under no circumstances, deteriorate in quality”. 
	  
  Figure 2.6: River basin management planning ‘process’ (CSI, 2003)66 
Contrary to what the spiral diagram might suggest, this process is not ‘path dependent’ 
as EU member states have the freedom to pursue any ‘path’ that best suits their 
needs/capabilities, but they have no choice over the final outcome. This ‘goal’ 
orientation entails that all decisions to be taken and all actions to be carried out should 
be seen through the ‘lenses’ of the ultimate goal that needs to be achieved by 2015.  
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
66 CSI (2003). Common Strategy Implementation on the EU WFD. Best practices in river basin planning. Guidance Document n 8.  
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2.9.a. EU WFD in a nutshell   
Previous European water legislation set objectives aimed at protecting particular uses of 
the water environment from the effects of pollution and guarding the water environment 
from dangerous chemical substances.  
The WFD takes many of these objectives forward. It also introduces additional, broader 
ecological objectives that are designed to defend, and, where necessary, restore the 
structure and function of aquatic ecosystems.67  
The WFD establishes: 
• a legal framework to protect and restore clean water across Europe and ensure its 
long-term, sustainable use.  
•  water management to be based on river basins, deemed to be the most ‘natural’ 
(seen from a geographical and hydrological perspective) and appropriate unit of 
analysis and sets specific deadlines for Member States to protect aquatic 
ecosystems.  
•  several innovative principles for water management, including public 
participation in planning and the integration of economic approaches, including 
the recovery of the cost of water services ( in  accordance with the “Water 
Conventions” and  other pertinent Convention such as Aarhus).  
 
Above all, WFD sets the goal for each Member State to achieve the required “good 
status” of all its surface waters and groundwater by 2015 (Recent assessments estimate 
that at least 40% of the EU's surface water bodies and 30% of groundwaters are at risk 
of not meeting the 2015 objective).68 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
67  Source: Water Matters. Retrieved from: http://www.wfdireland.ie/ 
 
68 Statistics from Water Notes n.3 and 4 on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive.  
(European Commission (DG Environment) (2008). Retrieved from: 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/participation/notes_en.htm 
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In order to achieve this goal, the Directive establishes a framework for the protection of 
all waters (inland surface waters, transitional waters, coastal waters and groundwaters) 
which:  
• Prevents further deterioration of, protect and enhance the status of water  
    resources; 
 
• Promotes sustainable water use based on long-term protection of water resources;  
 
• Aims at enhancing protection and improvement of the aquatic environment 
through specific measures for the progressive reduction of discharges, emissions 
and losses of priority substances and the cessation or phasing-out of discharges,  
emissions and losses of the priority hazardous substances; 
 
• Ensures the progressive reduction of pollution of groundwater and prevents its  
further pollution;   
 
• Contributes to mitigating the effects of floods and droughts. 
 
For a more detailed coverage of the Directive and in particular its economic dimension, 
see Annex 2-part 5 and section 2Q, respectively.  
Box 2.9: EU WFD: Member States’ Specific Objectives Agenda 
 
Source: EU WFD  
 
• To identify the individual river basins lying within their national territory and assign 
them to individual River Basin Districts (RBDs) and identify competent authorities 
by 2003 (Article 3, Article 24); 
 
• To characterize river basin districts in terms of pressures, impacts and economics of 
water uses, including a register of protected areas lying within the river basin 
district, by 2004 (Article 5, Article 6; 
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• To carry out, jointly and together with the European Commission, the 
intercalibration of the ecological status classification systems by 2006 (Article 2 
(22); 
 
• To make operational the monitoring networks by 2006 (Article 8); 
 
• Based on sound monitoring and the analysis of the characteristics of the river basin, 
to identify by 2009 a program of measures for achieving the environmental 
objectives of the Water Framework Directive cost-effectively (Article 11); 
 
• To produce and publish River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs) for each RBD 
including the designation of heavily modified water bodies, by 2009 (Art. 13, Art. 
4.3); 
 
• To implement water pricing policies that enhance the sustainability of water 
resources by 2010 (Article 9); 
 
• To make the measures of the program operational by 2012 (Article 11); 
 
• To implement the programs of measures and achieve the environmental objectives 
by 2015 (Article 4). 
 
2.9.b EU WFD: promoting transborder water cooperation “in and around” 
EU borders 
 
In the EU territories, the enactment of the WFD in 2000 has had a strong impact on 
IWRM’s institutional and organizational frameworks, which have been undergoing 
continuous revamp since then to keep up with the latest requirements set by new 
pertinent EU Directives, such as the “Directive 2007/60/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 23 October 2007 on the assessment and management of flood 
risks” (known as ‘EU Floods Directive’).  
In addition to directly affecting water bodies belonging to EU member states, it is also 
influencing the management of international river basins situated “in and around” the 
EU borders, of special interest to this dissertation.  
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The more interesting feature of EU WFD is the obligation for each Member State (MS) 
to achieve, in a ‘step by step’ fashion, timely specific objectives in order to reach the 
required “good status” for its waters’ territories by 2015. Stated differently, each 
Member State bears responsibility for its own waters.  
Due to the transborder nature of water management, these specific objectives can only 
be achieved if the parties located in an international river basin (both EU Member States 
and non-Member States (nMS)) cooperate.  
The mainstream water policy practice of focusing on the hydrographical features of a 
state territory and partitioning it into “river basins” is duly reflected in Article 3 of the 
EU WFD, which requires the creation of River Basin Districts (RBDs)69. 
In accordance with the “Water Conventions requisite” for transcending administrative 
or political boundaries, RBDs are centered on the “river basin”70, the natural 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
69 Identification of River Basin Districts in the EU Member States has been setup in provisions of the WFD – Article 3: “Member 
States shall identify the individual river basins lying within their national territory and [ ... ] shall assign them to individual river 
basin districts. Small river basins may be combined with larger river basins or joined with neighboring small basins to form 
individual river basin districts where appropriate. ”The purpose for setting up the administrative arrangements (River Basin 
Districts) is to “ensure that  the requirements of the Directive for the achievement of the environmental objectives established under 
Article 4, and in particular all programs of measures are coordinated for the whole of the river basin district” (Article 3, paragraph 
4). To this end, Article 3 provides for a number of concrete actions, in particular: 
• -the identification of river basin districts within the national territory (paragraph 1); 
• -the assignment of ground waters and coastal waters to the nearest or most appropriate riverbasin district (paragraph 1); 
•  -the establishment of the appropriate administrative arrangements including the identification of an appropriate 
competent authority (paragraph 2). If more than one competent authority is designated for a river basin district, one 
competent authority shall be designated as a coordinating body in order to ensure coordination with all other authorities 
(Annex I, point (v)). Member States are able to make use of existing national or international bodies as competent 
authorities (paragraph 6); 
• -the establishment of international river basin district between Member States (paragraph 3) and an endeavor to establish 
an international river basin district where the hydrographical boundaries extend beyond the territory of the European 
Community (paragraph 5); 
	  
Thus, the EU Member States were required to identify the individual river basins lying within their national territory and, for the 
purposes of this Directive, shall assign them to individual River Basin Districts (the deadline was December 2003). Small river 
basins may be combined with larger river basins or joined with neighboring small basins to form individual River Basin Districts 
where appropriate. Where ground waters do not fully follow a particular river basin, they shall be identified and assigned to the 
nearest or most appropriate River Basin District.  Coastal waters shall be identified and assigned to the nearest or most appropriate 
River Basin District or Districts.  
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geographical and hydrological unit, assumed to be the best model for a single system of 
water management. 
By default, RBDs are national organizations managed ‘domestically’. The EU FWD 
requires States to designate an RBD as international if the respective river basin extends 
into the territories of another state/s, allowing for the existence of two different kinds of 
International RBDs (IRBDs): those comprising of EU MS and those comprising of MS 
as well as nMS.  
In fact, where a River Basin District extends beyond the territory of the Community, 
Article 3 of EU WFD requires that “the Member State or Member States concerned 
shall endeavor to establish appropriate coordination with the relevant non-Member 
States, with the aim of achieving the objectives of this Directive throughout the River 
Basin District”. 
In other words, whenever opportune, EU WFD compels MS to cooperate also with river 
basin nMS in order to yield the joint efforts required for achieving the “good status” of 
their waters (and in doing so, of the entire IRBD). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
70  For more on EU WFD operational concept of “RIVER BASIN” see: CIS WFD Guidance Document and section 2.1.c.  
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Box 2.10: EU FWD: On the process of identification of International RBDs  
Source: 2 EU Commission Staff documents…First stage in the implementation of the 
EU FWD.71 
According to WFD Article 3, Member States were required to ensure that river basins 
covering the territory of more than one state were assigned to an international river 
basin district (IRBD) by 2003.  
In doing so, most EU Member States considered that the national parts of the 
international basins (e.g. Danube, Elbe, Meuse, Odra, Rhine, Scheldt, etc.) are parts of 
international river basin districts to be established and, in several countries, the national 
parts of these RBDs were designated respectively as separate single RBDs (e.g. the 
French or the German Rhine or Meuse “District”).  
There were a great number of coordination arrangements, both bilateral and multilateral, 
practically in all cross-border river basins.  In most cases these arrangements became 
the starting point of the coordination arrangements required by the WFD for all EU 
Member States.  
This process of coordination was and continues to be particularly intricate for the large 
international river basins, and especially challenging for those that include non MS 
countries (e.g. Danube, Elbe, Oder/Odra, Rhine). 
On the other hand, there are cases where no formal agreements exist as of yet for cross-
border rivers (e.g. between Greece, Albania and FYROM ; Greece and Turkey). 
 
The focus of this dissertation is on international river basins comprised of EU MS and 
nMS, a ‘structural composition’ for which the Directive prescribes ‘convergence and/or 
harmonization’ with EU water legislation. 
 In this regard, it is worthy to note that the initiatives taken forward by the countries 
sharing the river basins Maas, Meuse, Schelde or the Rhine have served as positive 
examples of this approach, with their cooperation and joint objective-setting across MS 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
71 Source: “ 2 Commission Staff Working Document.. see note 27. 
	  
	  
118	  
	  
borders, or in the case of the Rhine, even beyond EU territories, which posed (and 
continues to pose) extra challenges.  
The involvement of non EU states in any such cooperation scheme might increase the 
complexity of coordination efforts and may even usher in major concerns for some EU 
member states. In this context, it needs to be stressed that for EU MS, fostering the 
process of convergence and or harmonization of non EU States is the only way forward 
for to achieve the WFD objectives in IBRDs involving nMS. Thus, Member States 
might even have to be actively involved in the non-Member States’ convergence 
processes by virtue of their very own self-interests. 
As Keessen, Kempen and Van Rijswick (2008)72 note,  “A river basin which extends 
beyond the EU borders leads to complications because third countries cannot be 
compelled to implement the WFD. This does not mean, however, that third countries 
are unwilling to support the creation of an international river basin district or meet the 
objectives laid down in these directives. Indeed, in some cases, non-Member States may 
be bound by similar obligations by virtue of watercourse treaties to which they are 
parties.  
2.9.c. Implementation and enforcement of transborder cooperation in IRBD 
73 
Member States which form an IRBD are required to harmonize the measures to be 
adopted with each other (To this end, the WFD provides coordination mechanisms and 
guidance74 to Member States for tackling specific issues related to the implementation 
of the Directive).  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
72 Keessen A.,Kempen,J. & Van Rijswick, H.F.M.W.(2008). Transboundary river basin management in Europe 
Legal instruments to comply with European water management obligations in case of transboundary water pollution and floods. 
Utrecht Law Review, 4 (3). Retrieved from: www.utrechtlawreview.org/index.php/ulr/article/view/83/83	  
73  For domestically managed national RBDs, the WFD requires the application of the principle of subsidiarity. 
 
74  i.e. The EU  Common Strategy on  Implementation  of WFD (CSI  WFD) provides Guidance Documents targeting experts who 
are directly or indirectly implementing the Water Framework Directive in river basins.  
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For achieving the WFD objectives of “good water status”, the Directive expects 
Member States to produce a River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) every 6 years75, 
incorporating measures to achieve the objectives (set by the WFD) for each RBD.  
The WFD compels states in international river basin districts to coordinate and 
harmonize the adoption of measures taken in the national part of the river basin in 
accordance with the loyalty principle76, the principle that pollution and other unilateral 
actions resulting in negative externalities should be tackled at the source and that their 
responsibility should not be shifted to another party.77  
As far as nMS are concerned, the latter have no legal obligation to adhere to the 
Directive but nonetheless may be bound by similar obligations by virtue of watercourse 
treaties to which they are parties. This is particularly the case with respect to the 
UNECE Convention, as the obligations of this treaty, which the EU has also joined, 
have been implemented in the WFD. For instance, non EU member states that have 
acceded to the UNECE Convention are similarly required to (endeavor) to establish 
appropriate coordination arrangements, a requirement that as such may be conducive to 
nMS eventual harmonization and convergence with the Directive.  
 
Box 2.11: IRBD capacity building 
Source: Annotated excerpts from “2 Commission Staff Working 
Document…..SEC(2007) 363”78 
a) The roles of Competent Authorities according to WFD 
Art.3 of the WFD requires Member States to set up the appropriate administrative 
arrangements in order to apply effectively the provisions of the Directive and achieve its 
objectives.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
75 The first RBMPs were due in 2009. 
 
76 
Art.10 EC Treaty. 
 
77 Consideration n° 35 Preamble to WFD 
	  
78 Source: see note 27. 
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Within the EU and MS borders the designation of Competent Authorities (CA) relies on 
the principle of subsidiarity. The implementation of WFD Article 3 does not necessarily 
entail a change in the distribution of competences among administrations within MS, 
nor the creation of new river basin district administrative bodies. 
What in any case is necessary is to create the adequate coordination mechanisms 
in order to effectively deliver the WFD obligations. 
In general, MS should assign the following functions to CAs in order to be sure that the 
designated authorities are able to make the WFD work: 
• Planning and implementing (Article 13 and related articles) 
• Monitoring (Article 8) 
• Ensuring public participation processes (Article 14) 
• Reporting (Article 15) 
• Penalties (Article 23) 
The CA authorities must also manage all kinds of ecosystems affected by the WFD 
(Article 1): 
• Aquatic ecosystems (including surface, coastal and ground waters) 
• Terrestrial ecosystems directly depending on the aquatic ecosystems 
• Wetlands directly depending on the aquatic ecosystems. 
b) Capacity building in International RBDs 
As far as the International RBDs are concerned, so far none of the MS have delegated 
the role of a Competent Authority to an international body. Instead, it has become 
mainstream practice to assign to supranational entities the coordination and 
harmonization processes of all or part of WFD required functional activities. 
In general, such supranational entities serve to develop “the roof – level activities” for 
assisting national governments in better fulfilling their WFD requirements by fostering 
and promoting the cooperation and harmonization processes (e.g. by producing an 
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internationally agreed overview report to complement the national reporting to the 
European Commission). 
The situation of cooperation with non-EU Member States is less developed, with the 
exception of the cooperation with ‘third parties’ in the Danube and the Rhine river 
basins. 
All in all, within the context of IRBDs supranational entities are entrusted to guide the 
WFD required harmonization and coordination processes of Member States’ policies, 
projects, investments, as well as the much coveted coordination and convergence 
processes of nMS for the welfare of river basins as a whole. 
 
Box 2.12: Integrated Transborder River Basin Management needs coordination:  
Institutional Actors and their Roles:  lessons learned since WFD’s enactment 
Source: Annotated excerpts from “2 Commission Staff Working 
Document…..SEC(2007) 363”79 
There is no single best way to approach the issue of coordination at international level 
as well as at national one. It depends on what the goal of the coordination is, the 
previous experience with coordination in other similar situations, and the expectations 
of the participants in the coordinating mechanism.  
The goal of the coordination will dictate the level of involvement and the number of 
participants. For example policy coordination requires high level coordination from a 
few key actors in the policy field whereas more concrete results will require the 
coordination and involvement of a larger number of actors from several national 
ministries and agencies of interested countries working on specific implementation 
issues.  
However, WFD acceptance of the sustainable development principle means that the 
management of water must involve a broader number of variables in a more integrated 
manner than was previously the case.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
79 Source: see note 27. 
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In transborder river basins this can require implementing the principle of sustainable 
development as a common thread through the national policies and programs of 
countries involved in river water management. 
There are several options to set up international coordinating bodies.  
As seen in Chapter 1  (Box 1.16), five key parameters need to be considered. 
The legal foundation addresses the issue of whether or not the organization has been 
established by law or policy. The role of the international coordinating body may be 
either advisory or decision making.  The mandate may be broadly based, for example, 
addressing issues related to sustainable development, or focused on a particular issue. 
Membership addresses the issue of whether members are government officials, 
individuals from outside of government or a combination of both. The source of 
funding is also important and can differ depending mainly on legal foundation. While 
the factors may be analyzed independently they are in fact interrelated. 
Generally speaking the higher the level of coordination (i.e. Ministers Conference; 
Inter-Ministerial Coordination meetings through plenipotentiaries) the less frequent are 
the meetings and the more difficult it is to track tangible results.  (This does not mean 
that high level coordinating mechanisms are either unnecessary or ineffective. It simply 
means that they tend to give long term policy signals to the rest of their national 
government system, signals which take time to be implemented in complex government 
systems.)  
Usually Inter- Ministerial Coordination is an evolving situation that at some point gives 
way to a more “technical” coordinating mechanism (joint working groups, joint task 
forces, joint commission) with greater or lesser success. 
Interestingly, experience shows that those which had experiences with high level 
coordination approaches were looking for alternative approaches that would yield more 
concrete results, while those which had experience with lower level approaches were 
generally concerned that their success would be limited by the lack of senior level 
support. This suggests that over time the situation will eventually evolve to maximize 
the benefits of coordination. 
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Furthermore, by advocating holistic solutions including policy, programs and 
investment components, WFD emphasizes the importance of the contributions of 
government representatives and nongovernmental stakeholders representing the 
various sectors (agriculture, natural resources and industry) for achieving the WFD 
specific objectives.  
As much of the literature and experience confirms, in any capacity building process 
previous experience, both positive and negative, conditions the responses of potential 
participants in the new organizational mechanism and as such, must be fully considered. 
Also, initiatives which fit the existing priorities, problems and structures are more likely 
to succeed than those which are developed in isolation. 
Finally, in assessing the effectiveness of such coordination bodies, careful consideration 
must be given to the level of authority which the coordinating bodies refer to within the 
national Government system.  
 
Box 2.13: Cross border cooperation on IRBD 
 Author’s view and reflections on the matter 
An international basin’s coordinating supranational entity comprising of MS and nMS 
may effectively help authorities and people involved in the management of river basin 
waters to better communicate and understand the complexities at stake, but may hardly 
make up for the lack of a well-defined national political vision of river basin welfare 
and the will to pursue it. 
As historical experience shows, local concern on specific issues of a watercourse at 
cross border areas has often ushered in a political vision of international river basin 
welfare and demanded the overcoming of existing political and administrative cleavages 
hampering the effective addressing of those issues of common concern.   
This process, which triggered the cross border cooperation experience that culminated 
in the foundation of Euroregions, is highly valued by MS. This holds equally for the 
cooperation and harmonization processes in ‘MS only’ IRBDs as well as for the 
cooperation and convergence processes in ‘MS and nMS’ IRBDs.  
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Building on the successful historical experiences of cross border cooperation of Meuse, 
Maas, the Rhine and Euroregions, it is worthy to note that the implementation of 
‘welfare’ measures in the larger International RBDs is mostly carried out by local cross-
border cooperation entities (such as Euroregions) often by mandate of  international 
treaties 80. 
For the medium and smaller river basins, informal water cross border cooperation 
instruments are often employed (such as the exchange of information, the execution of 
specific measures or a joint formulation of policy) as treaties have frequently proved to 
be less effective in these cases. An example of this kind of in formal cooperation is the 
cooperation between the Euroregions and river basin committees such as the Euregions 
Rhine-Meuse North and Rhine-Waal81.  
Nowadays, cross border entities interested in contributing to the WFD objective can tap 
into INTERREG, ENPI (European Neighborhood and Partnership Instruments) or IPA 
(Instruments of Pre-Accession) funds for managing effectively specific transborder 
water initiatives.   
One of the major problems that cooperation on transborder waters faces in general and 
at a cross border level in particular is the differential in administrative ‘power’ existing 
between the “partner” national authorities situated on the opposite sides of the 
watercourse. This is considered the most problematic factor in the creation and 
establishment of cross border cooperation arrangements. 
Note  
According to Keessen et al. (2008), “A more generally applicable and more intensive 
form of cooperation between water authorities can perhaps be found in the Regulation 
on European Grouping for Territorial Cooperation. From the point of view of the river 
basin approach, it is preferred that local government bodies be able to work together 
closely on the execution of the WFD. The Regulation provides for the creation of a 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
80  For example, the 1960 Dutch-German Border Convention  provides the basis for the conclusion of agreements with foreign 
partners, including decentralized government bodies, as part of the transboundary cooperation between the Netherlands and 
Germany.  
81 See Keessen et al (2008). Transboundary river basin management in Europe (note 72).	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European Grouping for Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) by local government bodies. 
Local government bodies of non-Member States, too, can join an EGTC by concluding 
an agreement. This can be a suitable instrument for local government bodies to execute 
policies together. One has to bear in mind, however, that even though local government 
bodies may transfer duties to this EGTC, enforcement powers are excluded “.  
 
2.10. Water principles and EU WFD at work: the ICPDR example   
As previously noted, non EU Member Countries sharing watercourses belonging to EU 
International RBDs have no legal obligation to adhere to the EU WFD.  
Nonetheless and as previously mentioned, it shouldn’t be overlooked that some 
European nMS may be parties to other legal frameworks of a binding character for them 
with similar provisions and overall aims to the EU FWD. For instance, those European 
nMS that have acceded to the UNECE Convention - to which the EU itself is a 
contracting party - are similarly required to endeavor appropriate coordination 
arrangements, a requirement that as such may be conducive to nMS eventual 
harmonization and convergence with the Directive.  
The institutional activities and experiences of the International Commission for the 
Protection of the Danube River (hereinafter, ICPDR) is, in this regard, quite 
enlightening in exemplifying how a “water focused” supranational entity can effectively 
foster regional cooperation in a complex political international setting, a cooperation 
framework that was further enhanced by the development of pertinent EU Directives 
and International Conventions on transborder issues.  
A ‘coeval’ of the UNECE Water Convention-with which it also shares many 
assonances, the ICPDR was founded on the cooperative efforts that have defined the 
1994 Convention on Cooperation for the Protection and Sustainable Use of the Danube 
River, the very same efforts that have further bestowed upon it its role as a ‘roof level’ 
cooperation entity for all members. 
Building on the legacy of a former planned economy, the ICPDR has been ‘nudging’ 
transborder water cooperation within the DRB by: 
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• encouraging States sharing the Danube river basin  to adopt the UNECE 
Conventions;   
• helping the EU Pre Accession Countries82 to meet  the European “acquis 
communautaire on water” requirements, 
 
• fostering a more cooperative climate among  the states sharing the river basins 
of the Danube’s main international tributaries, 
 
while promoting and enacting  international  pilot  programs / projects  that  require  the  
adoption of  a common   methodology  (harmonization and convergence processes)  
and a close,  cross border cooperation with Basin states for implementing the measures 
needed to meet objectives set by pertinent EU Directives-in particular, the WFD / 2000 
and the Floods Directive /2007- as well as those set by International Conventions on 
transborder issues that came into being since then ( see Annex 2, 2D). 
 
2.10.a. Convention on Cooperation for the Protection and Sustainable Use of the 
Danube River & The International Commission for the Protection of the Danube 
River (ICPDR)   
 
The political changes that took place in the Danube river basin following the collapse of 
the USSR paved the way to the 1994 Sofia “Convention on Cooperation for the 
Protection and Sustainable Use of the Danube River” (Hereafter “Danube River 
Protection Convention (DRPC)”), whose principal aim was to achieve sustainable and 
equitable water management throughout the entire Danube river basin.  
In assonance with most of UNECE Water Convention’s principles, which back then 
were still in their infancy being largely a ‘protrusion’ of the Helsinki Declaration, the 
DRPC signatory Parties83 have agreed on: 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
82 The ICPDR has already provided such kind of assistance to the countries that acceded the European Union in 2004 and 2007 
during the first and second waves of EU enlargement, respectively. 
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• conservation, improvement and the rational use of surface and ground waters in 
the catchment area; 
 
• controlling hazards originating from accidents involving substances hazardous 
to water, floods and ice-hazards; 
 
• contributing to the reduction of pollution loads of the Black Sea from sources in 
the catchment area, 
 
as well as to cooperate on fundamental water management issues by taking all 
appropriate legal, administrative and technical measures to improve or at least maintain 
the current environment and water quality conditions of the Danube river and of the 
waters in its catchment area and to prevent and reduce as much as possible adverse 
impacts and changes occurring or likely to be caused (Strategic Action Plan for the 
Danube River Basin)84 
Box 2.14: Precedents in the field of water management cooperation in the Danube 
River Basin 
Transborder water management cooperation based on bilateral agreements or treaties 
has had a long tradition in the Danube River Basin. Such cooperation arrangements, 
which started to be used in the 60s, have been dealing in general with specific water 
management issues pertaining to bilateral transborder cooperation.  
These bilateral agreements are still in force today and help in solving water related 
issues and fostering development in the fields of water management between the 
neighboring countries. 
The Bucharest Declaration of 1985 brought the riparian countries together to take the 
first steps toward a transborder water quality network for the whole Danube River 
Basin, and by 1991 a convention protecting the Danube Basin was under development. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
83 At present, ICPDR has 15 contracting parties: the EU, Germany, Austria, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Slovenia, 
Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, Bulgaria, Romania, Moldova, Ukraine, and Bosnia and Herzegovina, while a total of 19 countries 
share the Danube River Basin. 
 
84 
Environmental Programme for the Danube River Basin. Strategic Action Plan 1995-2005 by the task force for the programme.
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2.10.a.1. Organizational structure of the Danube River Protection 
Convention 
 
The main bodies established under the Danube River Protection Convention, which was 
ratified in 1998, are: 
• Conference of the Parties- the highest level body under the Convention 
(DRPC). The main tasks are to provide the overall policy for the work under the 
Convention; 
 
• International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR) 
– the main decision making body under the Convention. It meets in the 
Ordinary Meeting or Standing Group Meeting. A key task for the Ordinary is to 
approve the annual work program and budget, while the Standing Group 
provides the management and co-ordination of activities under the Convention; 
 
• Permanent Secretariat – support of the ICPDR and its subsidiary bodies; 
 
• Expert Groups – in addition to permanent Expert Groups, there could also be 
temporary ad-hoc Groups  for  specific time-limited tasks. 
1.  Emission Issues (EMIS/EG), 
2.  Monitoring, Laboratory and Information Management (MLIM/EG), 
3. Accident Emergency Warning System (AEWS/EG), 
4.  Strategic and Legal Issues (SLI/EG), 
temporary ad-hoc Groups which could be established by the ICPDR to 
undertake specific time-limited tasks. 
• The Program Management Task Force (PMTF) - PMTF supports the 
practical implementation of action programs, promotes priority environmental 
investments and helps to secure technical assistance for the Danube countries. 
(ICPDR, 2005)85 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
85
 Source: ICPDR (2005). The Danube river basin district. ,Danube Basin Analysis (WFD Roof Report 2004). Part A: basin wide 
overview. Document IC/084. Retrieved from: www.icpdr.org/icpdr-files/8113	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 Figure 2.7: Organizational Structure under Danube River Protection Convention 
(ICPDR, 2005) 
 
2.10.a.2.  The International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River 
(ICPDR)”  
The ICPDR and its Permanent Secretariat86 opened officially in 1999 in Vienna, 
building on the Program Coordination Unit’s (PCU) work in carrying out the DPRC’ 
Strategic Action Plan.   
PCU’s most significant achievement87 was to “egg and nurture” a platform for 
converging the political will of DRPC countries in jointly and ‘concretely’ addressing 
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 ICPDR consists of delegations of the Parties and convenes at least once a year. Chairmanship of the Commission is held in turn 
by the Parties for one year. To ensure consistency, the President of the Commission may be supported by the previous President and 
by the successor. Between the ordinary meetings of the ICPDR, meetings of the Standing Working Group may be held. The 
Standing Working Group consists of the heads of delegation and/or their nominated representatives. It prepares agendas for 
Commission meetings and guides expert group activities between Commission meetings. 
	  
87
 Programme Coordination Unit (PCU) was a dedicated task force setup in Vienna in 1992 to oversee the implementation of  
DPRC’s  Strategic Action Plan, which paved the way to the enactment of the Convention. In addition to achieving its main goal, the 
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the basin’s water related bottlenecks made evident by the seminal successful 
cooperation project “Environmental Program for the Protection of the Danube River 
Basin (EPDRB)” funded by International Financial Institutions and Development Aid 
Agencies under the coordination of the European Commission as a neutral Party 88.  
The PCU was instrumental as its implementation of the Strategic Action Plan 
essentially turned the ICPDR into a forum for molding a Danube basin common policy 
and allowing Danube region water practitioners to devise and develop common 
approaches and methodologies in addressing water issues. 
Building on the achievements and experiences of the PCU, the main duties of the 
ICPDR Secretariat are to support and coordinate the work of ICPDR and its expert 
bodies89, to maintain DANUBIS (the ICPDR information system), and to support the 
cooperation between the basin countries in the implementation of the EU WFD. 
Bearing in mind the aim of this dissertation, it is worthy to note that:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
PCU is credited for having started the operation of the expert sub-groups in monitoring, emergency warning and data management; 
for having organized methods for distributing information on programs and activities, as well as for having established an effective 
NGO network in the basin. 
88 
Under the coordination of the EU as a neutral Party leading a ‘task force’ consisting of Danube country representatives, donors, 
international financial institutions as well as NGOs, international financial institutions such as the World Bank, the European 
Investment Bank, together with Donor Agencies such as  USAID, GTZ,  played  an important role  in  conceiving and planning the 
components of the EPDRB  and remained active participants in the PCU.  The EU also provided financial and institutional support 
to the EPDRB.  Furthermore, it is worthy to note that the cooperation agreement between the EU PHARE program and UNDP/GEF 
to coordinate their activities and to jointly manage the PCU for the EPDRB was a successful model for the implementation of other 
transborder water projects in the Black Sea, the Dnieper River and the Caspian Sea.  
89
 The ICPDR has established several expert groups. Currently, these include the River Basin Management Expert Group, the 
Pressures and Measures Expert Group, the Monitoring and Assessment Expert Group and the Flood Protection Expert Group. These 
are supported by the Ad Hoc Information and GIS21 Expert Group, the Ad hoc Public Participation Expert Group and the Ad Hoc 
Strategic Expert Group. The expert groups can form task groups to address specific issues with the involvement of additional 
experts.  In 2007, the additional experts group included the Hydromorphology Task Group, the Accident Prevention Task Group, 
the Groundwater Task Group, the Flood Monitoring and Forecasting Task Group, the Economics Task Group and the Accident 
Emergency Warning System Task Group. 
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• Observers play an important role in the ICPDR’s activities. In early 2009, 19 
organizations had an observer status in ICPDR. These include NGOs, 
organizations representing private industry and intergovernmental organizations; 
 
• ICPDR appoints independent auditors upon the proposal of any Party (The 
auditors’ nationality cannot be the same as that of the President and the 
Executive Secretary).  
 
Box 2.15:  ICPDR Bilateral and multilateral cooperation 
Source: ICPDR (2005)90 
“The ICPDR serves as the platform for coordination in the implementation of the WFD 
in the Danube River Basin District on issues of basin-wide importance. 
Transborder issues not covered by the ICPDR are solved at the appropriate level of 
cooperation e.g. in the frame of bilateral/multilateral river commissions.  
Local issues remain a national task. Generally, coordination will take place at the lowest 
level possible so that the coordination via the ICPDR can be limited to those issues 
necessary on the basin-wide level. 
Bilateral agreements are in place between almost all states in the Danube River Basin 
District, but it is important to note that these agreements were not “established in order 
to ensure coordination” as stated in WFD Annex I, 6. These are generally older treaties 
that deal with specific issues of transborder cooperation, which in many cases includes 
water management issues. Some of these agreements have been adapted to cover issues 
related to WFD implementation, but generally they are only used as the platform for 
coordination needed to fulfill the requirements of the WFD.  
Table 2.3 gives an overview of the existing agreements that are being used for WFD 
implementation. There are cases where no formally approved bilateral agreements and 
commissions implementing them exist, but regular meetings serve to facilitate 
cooperation”. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
90 See note 85. 
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                       Figure 2.8: Coordination mechanism for WFD implementation in DRB 
                       Source: ICPDR (2005) 
 
 
Table 2.3: overview of bilateral agreements and bilateral cooperations for WFD 
implementation in the DRB (ICPDR, 2005) 
 
The table reflects the situation at the time of reporting (March, 2005). 
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2.10.b.  ICPDR Current activities and mandates 
 
Transborder cooperation in managing Danube waters has been greatly strengthened 
following the enactment of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) by the European 
Union in 2000. 
As previously seen, the EU Member States are obliged to fulfill the WFD requirements, 
which emphasize using a river basin approach in managing water resources, while non 
EU countries are not obliged to meet WFD provisions and are generally not even 
expected to do so.  
The enactment of the UNECE Water Convention in 1998 and of the EU WFD in 2000 
provided ICPDR with a larger scope, both on the institutional as well on the operational 
level.  
In 2002, all countries cooperating under the DRPC expressed their firm political 
commitment to:  
-endorse the 1998 UNECE Conventions,  
-support the implementation of the EU WFD in their countries, 
-cooperate under the framework of the ICPDR to achieve a single, basin wide 
coordinated Danube River Basin Management Plan.  
The latter in particular constitutes a major challenge as it calls for significant 
coordination efforts. In responding to this challenge, the ICPDR provides a platform for 
conveying the Parties’ political will to coordinate their efforts in developing and 
establishing a river basin management plan for the entire DRB, in accordance with EU 
Water Framework Directive’ s objectives and deadlines. 
The meeting convened in Vienna in 2002 set a precedent paving the way to the adoption 
of other pertinent UNECE (transborder) Conventions and EU Directives (such as the 
Floods Directive of 2007) by all Danube river basin countries, a precedent that yielded a 
framework of enhanced regional cooperation and ‘EU integration’ as a whole. 
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This framework was further bolstered by the EU WFD, which added strength to the 
efforts of coordinating actions in support of integrated river basin management and 
created a new tool for the effective management of the DRB’s water resources. 
According to the previously cited European Commission staff document91, the 
following “key achievements illustrate the success of ICPDR’s cooperation in the 
Danube River Basin: 
• Development of a cooperative strategy for setting up the Danube River 
Basin Management Plan;  
• Cooperation with stakeholder groups to build a common understanding of 
the sustainable use of the Danube; 
•  Identification and facilitation of funding for 45 projects investing in waste 
water treatment plants; 
• Setting up a network of more than 75 water quality monitoring stations 
throughout the Danube River Basin; 
• Development of an Emission Inventory for pollution originating from 
municipalities, industry and agriculture; 
• Operation of a basin-wide Accident Emergency Warning System helping to 
reduce damage from accidental spills; 
• Assessment and reduction of potential accidental risk hotspots; 
•  Preparation of the basin-wide Danube Flood Action Program, which aims 
to reduce flood damage by improving flood forecasts and warnings, 
restoring natural flood retention features; 
• Launch of Danube Day on June 29: the inauguration in 2004 included more 
than 100 events held basin-wide to raise awareness and strengthen “Danube 
Solidarity”. 
 
In spite of these positive achievements, the ICPDR is still facing problems which will in 
all likelihood continue to constitute challenges for the future activities of all contracting 
parties, such as: 
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 “2 Commission Staff Working Documents Accompanying document to the ……….SEC (2007) 363]. See note 27. 
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• Water quality in the Danube River Basin is greatly affected by the activities of 
over 81 million people; 
• Excessive nutrients are disturbing the ecological balance in the Danube and 
the Black Sea; 
• Cadmium, Lead, Mercury, DDT, Lindane and Atrazine are among the most 
serious pollutants contaminating the Danube River Basin; 
•  More than 80% of the length of the Danube is regulated, and over 700 dams 
and weirs have been built along its main tributaries. 
(ICPDR,2004)92 
With such challenges ahead and bearing in mind the aforementioned dichotomy 
between generalized principles on the one hand and basin specific implementation 
needs on the other, it seems more appropriate to give less weight to global canons and 
focus more on greater public involvement and participation of the international 
community in institution building activities at a basinwide level as an effective channel 
for fostering cooperation in transborder water quality management for improving the 
wellbeing of people involved.  
 
Author’s remark  
The author observes that while the political role of the ICPDR continues to be relevant 
in fostering the implementation of EU Directives (WFD, Floods, Wastes,etc.), the 
operational focus is shifting more and more from “Danube basinwide” to  “main 
tributaries basin wide” ,with increasing emphasis on cross-border issues.  
Many water practitioners in the Danube region seem to agree that EU contracting States 
focus more and more on the execution of the WFD and other EU Directives on their 
own territories rather than on making new arrangements for consenting the ICPDR to 
tackle transborder problems at the Danube (basinwide) level, the latter being 
increasingly perceived as predominantly ‘operational cross border’ issues which as 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
92 ICPDR.(2004).  Active for the Danube river basin. 1994-2004: Ten years of cooperation in the Danube River Basin. Retrieved 
from:  www.icpdr.org/icpdr-files/14913	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such, are deemed not to require a state’s full-fledged political will as ‘genuinely’ 
basinwide issues would demand.  
Given the magnitude of investments required for each state to enact in its territory the 
measures needed for pursuing the EU FWD requirements, it becomes rather 
conspicuous that access to funding may constitute a serious impediment to ICPDR’s 
development of further measures. 
This does not mean, however, that the pivotal role of the ICPDR in fostering pioneering 
and training projects in the Danube region for new EU pertinent Directives or 
transborder Conventions is witnessing a decline in its importance.  The commission’s 
role in providing guidance and expertise for setting up new projects remains of great 
added value and as such, should be further encouraged.  
The creation of transborder district water boards (water authorities under public law) as 
an institutional structure that can be used to shape transborder water management is 
currently also being considered in light of the obligation for international river basins to 
cooperate under the WFD. In an effort to enhance the effectiveness of international river 
basin districts and building on the successful experiences of the Rhine and the Elbe, 
some water legal experts are considering the possibility to grant special autonomy to 
dedicated district sub entities dealing with the convergence and cooperation process 
with non Member States.   
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PART ONE:  RIVER BASIN HYDROLOGY 
 
2A: Introduction to basins 
Wikipedia (2011)93 
A drainage basin  (also known as a ‘river basin’) is an extent or area of land where 
surface water from rain and melting snow or ice converges to a single point, usually the 
exit of the basin, where the waters join another water-body, such as a river, lake, 
reservoir, estuary, wetland, sea, or ocean. In closed drainage basins the water converges 
to a single point inside the basin, known as a sink, which may be a permanent lake, dry 
lake, or a point where surface water is lost underground. The drainage basin includes 
both the streams and rivers that convey the water as well as the land surfaces from 
which water drains into those channels, and is separated from adjacent basins by a 
drainage divide. 
The drainage basin acts as a funnel by collecting all the water within the area covered 
by the basin and channeling it to a single point. Each drainage basin is separated 
topographically from adjacent basins by a geographical barrier such as a ridge, hill or 
mountain, which is known as a water divide. 
Other terms that are used to describe a drainage basin are catchment, catchment area, 
catchment basin, drainage area, river basin, water basin and watershed. In the 
technical sense, a watershed refers to a divide that separates one drainage area from 
another drainage area. 
Drainage basins have been historically important for determining territorial boundaries, 
particularly in regions where trade by water has been important. 
In hydrology, the drainage basin is a logical unit of focus for studying the movement of 
water within the hydrological cycle, because the majority of water that discharges from 
the basin outlet originated as precipitation falling on the basin. A portion of the water 
that enters the groundwater system beneath the drainage basin may flow towards the 
outlet of another drainage basin because groundwater flow directions do not always 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
93 Drainage basin (2011).In Wikipedia. Retrieved from: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Drainage_basin 
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match those of their overlying drainage network. Measurement of the discharge of water 
from a basin may be made by a stream gauge located at the basin's outlet. Drainage 
basins are the principal hydrologic unit considered in fluvial geomorphology. A 
drainage basin is the source for water and sediment that moves through the river system 
and reshapes the channel.  
2B: Basin maps 
 
Figure 2A: Danube River Basin District: Delineated Surface Water Bodies  
                  (ICPDR, 2009)94 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
94 ICPDR.org(2009). Section: Maps of the Danube River Basin District Management Plan 2009. Retrieved  
from: http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/drbmp_maps_2009.htm 
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Figure 2B: Danube River Basin District: Ecoregions (ICPDR, 2009)95 
 
Figure 2C: Danube River Basin District: Transboundary Groundwater Bodies of      
                   Basinwide Significance (ICPDR, 2009)96 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
95 Source: see note 94. 
96 Source: see note 94. 
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Figure 2D: Distribution of transborder groundwaters in the SEE region  
                  (UNECE ,2007)97 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
97 UNECE First Assessment of Transboundary Rivers,Lakes and Groundwaters (2007)  
Retrieved from: http://unece.org/env/water/blanks/assessment/assessmentweb_full.pdf 
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                 PART TWO: UNECE WATER CONVENTION 
Adapted from UNECE brochures (2004 & 2009) and UNECE.org 
	  
2C:  Overall Frame 
	  
The UNECE Convention on the Protection and Use of Transboundary98 Watercourses 
and International Lakes, also known as the UNECE Water Convention, was adopted in 
Helsinki in March 1992 and it provides a legal framework for regional cooperation on 
shared water resources (rivers, lakes and groundwaters), with the aim to strengthen 
national measures for the protection and ecologically sound management of transborder 
surface waters and groundwaters. 
The Convention, which was adopted shortly after the Dublin Conference and only a few 
months before the Rio Conference on Environment and Sustainable Development (the 
Earth Summit), entered into force in 1996 and as of 2011, has been ratified by 36 
UNECE member states, as well as the E.U.  
In 2003 the Convention has been amended for opening accession to countries outside 
the UNECE region, thus enabling the rest of the world to use the Convention's legal 
framework and benefit from the experience in transborder water cooperation gained 
under it. This amendment to the Convention is particularly important for the countries 
that border the UNECE region. Once the amendment enters into force, this will be of 
particular importance for countries that border the UNECE region, such as Afghanistan, 
China and the Islamic Republic of Iran. 
Since its adoption, the Water Convention has served as a model or as a reference for 
transborder cooperation arrangements throughout the UNECE region (56 member states 
in North America, Europe and former USSR countries).  
One early example was the Danube River Protection Convention (1994), which applies 
the Convention’s provisions in a specific sub-regional context.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
98 For the purposes of this dissertation, ‘transborder’ , meaning ‘international’ (as defined at the beginning of the dissertation). 
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Other examples in Europe are agreements on Lake Peipsi and on the rivers Sava, Bug, 
Meuse, Rhine and Scheldt.  
After the break-up of the Soviet Union and the former Yugoslavia and the emergence of 
new countries, the Convention has been the reference for new agreements on waters 
which were previously managed as national ones.  
The Convention's primary purpose is to strengthen local, national and regional measures 
within the UNECE region to protect and ensure the quantity, quality and ecologically 
sustainable use of transborder surface waters and groundwaters. 
By providing a sound legal framework for pursuing cooperation efforts on shared water 
resources, it contributes to conflict prevention, security and cooperation In the UNECE 
region. 
Since the management of transborder waters cannot be divorced from the management 
of national water resources, the Convention requires its Parties to apply its principles 
when developing and implementing local and national policies, action plans, programs 
and practices as well as transborder ones. 
It is widely recognized that the traditional fragmented sectoral approach to water 
management is inappropriate. As a result, the Convention promotes a holistic approach 
taking into account the complex interrelationship between the hydrological cycle, land, 
flora and fauna. This approach is based on the understanding that water resources are an 
integral part of the ecosystem, a natural resource and a social and economic good that 
fuels every aspect of human societies. 
The Convention’s commitment to integrated water resources management replaces an 
earlier focus on localized sources of pollution and management of separate components 
of the ecosystem. 
The UNECE convention recognizes that integrated water resources management is a 
necessary departure from the earlier focus on localized pollution and the isolated 
management of separate components of the ecosystem, and from planning provisions 
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which often ignore the profound influences of land use on water quality. This new 
approach forms a framework for decision-making that compels managers and planners 
to cooperate in devising integrated strategies for action. 
To this end, the Convention envisages two major categories of obligations. The first, 
more general obligations apply to all Parties. The second are more specific and must be 
implemented by Parties sharing transborder waters. 
 
2D. General Obligations 
Parties are obliged to prevent, control and reduce transborder impacts, i.e. adverse 
effects on the environment. These can be effects on human health and safety, flora, 
fauna, soil, air, water, climate, landscape and historical monuments and other physical 
structures, and the interaction among these factors. They also include harm to the 
cultural heritage or socio-economic conditions resulting from alterations to those 
factors. 
The Parties must ensure that transborder waters are managed in a way that is 
ecologically sound and rational, that they are preserved and protected, and that their use 
is reasonable and equitable. They must also preserve and, where necessary, restore 
ecosystems. The Convention also stresses that measures to prevent, control and reduce 
water pollution should preferably be taken at source. The precautionary principle and 
the polluter-pays principle should guide the application of such measures, and all water 
management should meet the needs of the present generations without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 
To prevent, control and reduce transborder impacts, the Parties must license and 
monitor wastewater discharges. Emission limits for discharges from point sources 
should be based on the best available technology, and biological treatment at least must 
be applied to municipal wastewater. The Parties must also develop and apply best 
environmental practices to reduce inputs of nutrients and hazardous substances from 
agriculture and other diffuse sources. 
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The Parties are also required to effect environmental impact assessment and sustainable 
water resources management, taking into account the ecosystem approach. The 
Convention expects its Parties to draw up contingency plans, set water-quality 
objectives and minimize the risk of accidental water pollution. 
 
2E. Transborder Obligations  
Water management needs to be tailored to the specific conditions of the many 
transborder catchment areas in the region. Therefore, the Convention gives a framework 
for action specific to these individual transborder basins and requests its Parties to enter 
into river basin agreements appropriate to its provisions.  
The Convention requires Parties to enter into specific bilateral or multilateral 
agreements and to create institutions – joint bodies such as river and lake commissions 
– to meet these responsibilities. 
This is the case, for example, for the rivers Elbe, Danube, Meuse, Moselle, Oder, Saar 
and Scheldt and for the lakes Geneva, Ohrid, Peipsi and the Great Lakes in North 
America. There can also be other institutional arrangements for cooperation, such as 
meetings of plenipotentiaries, as is the case with some transborder water agreements in 
Eastern Europe (Eg. Dniester River Basin). 
It is up to these joint bodies to identify pollution sources, to monitor and assess 
transborder waters and to draw up concerted action plans and put them into practice. 
Joint bodies also help to develop integrated water resources management and water 
efficiency plans in a transborder context as stipulated in the Johannesburg Plan of 
Implementation adopted at the World Summit on Sustainable Development in 
September 2003. 
A particular challenge for joint bodies is to provide a forum for sharing information on 
best available technology and on existing and planned uses of water and related 
installations. Joint bodies are responsible, in particular, for establishing warning and 
alarm systems and for mutual assistance. They also participate in environmental impact 
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assessments following, for example, the provisions of the UNECE Convention on 
Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transborder Context. 
The Water Convention obliges countries to jointly monitor and assess the state of their 
shared waters and the effectiveness of measures taken to address transboundary 
impacts. 
Specific technical and strategic guidelines on monitoring and assessment of transborder 
rivers, lakes and groundwaters were developed to translate this crucial obligation into 
practice. These guidelines were the basis for a number of pilot projects on shared river, 
lakes and groundwaters to jointly define information needs and design monitoring 
systems. The first ever in-depth assessment of transboundary waters in the UNECE 
region was carried out under the Water Convention from 2003 to 2007, involving over 
100 experts from the whole region. The assessment covers 140 transborder rivers and 
30 transboundary lakes in the European and Asian parts of the region, as well as 70 
transborder aquifers located in Central Asia, the Caucasus and South-Eastern Europe. A 
second assessment is under way to monitor progress achieved in implementation of 
policy, legal and institutional arrangements under the Convention. 
The Convention provides not only the legal framework for the development of bilateral 
and multilateral agreements, but also the organizational framework for facilitating 
negotiations. The Convention, through its network of experts, provides an advisory 
service to Parties and non-Parties in the drawing- up of new or the adaptation of existing 
agreements on transboundary waters, and in the drawing-up, revision and/or adaptation 
of national laws/regulations on water management. It also provides guidance to joint 
bodies in the region in improving their integrated river basin management and water 
protection.  
Regionally, the Convention supports the UNECE process "Environment for Europe". In 
particular, it plays a significant role in the European Union's Water Initiative for Eastern 
Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia (EECCA) and in the Environment Strategy for 
EECCA countries. The Convention helps countries to implement the European Union's 
Water Framework Directive: it serves as a platform for disseminating the work on the 
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Directive especially in a transborder context and in countries on the borders of the 
enlarged EU area. 
 
2F. Bodies of the Convention 
 
 
Figure 2E:  Bodies of the Convention (UNECE, 2004) 
 
Meeting of the Parties 
The main body responsible for the Convention's implementation is the Meeting of the 
Parties, which takes all decisions on work under the Convention. 
It is responsible for defining and reviewing the policies for, and the approaches to, the 
Parties' transboundary water management. It also shares information on experience 
gained in concluding and implementing bilateral and multilateral agreements on 
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transborder waters, and takes any action required to achieve the purposes of the 
Convention. 
The Parties meet every three years to set their program of work for the next three or 
more years. 
The Meeting of the Parties also decides on the organizational structure and the roles of 
the bodies it sets up to implement this work program.  
Working Group on Integrated Water Resources Management 
Its main task is to develop and implement new policies, strategies and methodologies to 
protect transboundary waters. It has already drawn up policy guidelines (e.g. 
Recommendations on Inter-State Water Distribution, Guidelines on Sustainable Flood 
Management, Guidance on Public Participation in Water Management, etc.). The 
Working Group is also responsible for sharing the experience on integrated water 
resources management under the Convention through workshops and conferences, 
training and capacity-building. 
Working Group on Monitoring and Assessment 
The Working Group is responsible for developing methodologies for monitoring and 
assessing transborder waters. In particular, it has developed three sets of guidelines for 
monitoring and assessing transboundary rivers, transborder groundwaters and 
international lakes. Furthermore, through pilot programmes, the Working Group helps 
countries to implement the Guidelines on monitoring and assessment of transboundary 
waters in a number of catchment areas to illustrate their application, and to make the 
necessary adjustments and improvements to them. 
The Working Group is also responsible for preparing strategic guidelines and for the 
program of transborder watercourse assessment in the UNECE region. 
Working Group on Water and Health 
The Working Group is responsible for the interim implementation of the Protocol on 
Water and Health pending its entry into force. It therefore provides: 
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-Common policy guidance to countries on protecting water resources and preventing 
water-related disease;  
--Technical guidance on practical approaches to recognized or emerging problems, such 
as surveillance of water-related diseases, assessment and management of health risks 
related to aquifer recharge; 
-Practical interventions in countries, such as cooperation in Latvia and Turkmenistan to 
upgrade drinking water laboratories, in Tajikistan to monitor drinking water quality or 
in Azerbaijan to help introduce the World Health Organization's Drinking Water 
Quality Guidelines as a basis for national legislation. 
IWAC 
The International Water Assessment Centre (IWAC) is the Convention's collaborating 
centre on integrated water resources management. It was established in September 2000 
at the Netherlands Institute for Inland Water Management and Waste Water Treatment 
(RIZA). IWAC is a joint platform for scientists and policy makers to respond to new 
challenges in water policy and implementation at national, transboundary and 
international levels. IWAC provides expertise on water-related monitoring, assessment, 
information technology and public participation. Its state-of-the-art reports and 
guidelines, training courses and workshops, and advice to joint bodies have added value 
to the Convention's work. IWAC builds on a network of leading European water 
institutions. More information on IWAC is available at http://www.iwac-unece.org 
Legal Board and Advisory Service  
The Legal Board is intended to advise bodies under the Convention on controversial 
legal issues. The advisory service is a network of national experts that provides legal, 
institutional, economic, financial and technical support for the practical implementation 
of the Convention at the request of Parties and non-Parties. 
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Secretariat 
The United Nations Economic Commission for Europe is the secretariat of the 
Convention and its protocols. Secretariat functions for the Protocol on Water and Health 
are carried out in collaboration with the Regional Office for Europe of the World Health 
Organization. 
Note  
For the aim of this PhD dissertation, it is worthy to note that the EU Water Framework 
Directive is in line with the principles of UNECE Water Convention and the other 
UNECE environmental legal frameworks set up in the UNECE region to address the 
most important issues of transborder cooperation, namely: 
• The Protocol on Water and Health. The Protocol on Water and Health was adopted 
in London on 17 June 1999, and came into operation on 4 August 2005. It is the first 
international agreement of its kind adopted specifically to attain an adequate supply 
of safe drinking water and adequate sanitation for everyone, and effectively protect 
water used as a source of drinking water. 
 
• The Protocol on Civil Liability and Compensation for Damage Caused by the 
Transboundary99 Effects of Industrial Accidents on Transboundary Waters, adopted 
in 2003. The Protocol has been signed by 24 countries and ratified by 1. It will enter 
into force with 16 ratifications. This Protocol will give individuals affected by the 
transborder impact of industrial accidents on international watercourses (e.g. 
fishermen or operators of downstream waterworks) a legal claim for adequate and 
prompt compensation. Companies will be liable for accidents at industrial 
installations, including tailing dams, as well as during transport via pipelines. 
Physical damage, damage to property, loss of income, the cost of reinstatement and 
response measures will be covered by the Protocol.  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
99 see note 1. 
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                        PART THREE: OTHER UNECE CONVENTIONS 
	   	   	   	   Source: UNECE.org 
 
2G: UNECE OVERALL AIMS  
The broad aim of UNECE’s environment activities is to safeguard the environment and 
human health, and to promote sustainable development in its member countries in line 
with Agenda 21. 
 
The practical aim is to reduce pollution so as to minimize environmental damage and 
avoid compromising environmental conditions for future generations. To this end, 
UNECE has adopted a four-pronged approach: 
 
1. Its Committee on Environmental Policy brings together governments to formulate 
environmental policy and support its implementation by organizing seminars, 
workshops and advisory missions and providing a forum for sharing experiences and 
good practices. 
 
2. UNECE also takes a very active role in certain regional and cross-sectoral processes, 
especially: 
• ‘Environment for Europe’ Ministerial process 
• Environment, transport and health 
• Education for Sustainable Development 
3. Through its environmental performance reviews, UNECE assesses individual 
countries’ efforts to bring down pollution levels and manage their natural 
resources, and makes recommendations to improve their environmental 
performance. 
4. UNECE has negotiated five environmental treaties, all of which are now in force:  
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• Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution;  
• Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context;  
• Convention on the Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses and 
International Lakes;  
• Convention on the Transboundary Effects of Industrial Accidents; and  
• Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making 
and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters.  
 
Among these, the latter (also known as Aarhus Convention) was of pivotal importance 
importance as it sanctioned public participation as a universal right. Its provisions are 
aimed at fostering a conducive environment for the exchange and access to information 
in first place, deemed key for ensuring meaningful participation among all stakeholders.  
Participation is especially important for the development of river basin management 
plans (RBMPs), which are at the heart of the WFD’s implementation. 
Public participation extends to all water users, to non-governmental organisations, such 
as local and national environmental groups, and to other stakeholders. Key 
organisations and citizens’ groups likely to be affected by the plan need to be identified 
and involved. In some cases, such as in large or geographically varied districts, 
authorities may want to put in place consultation mechanisms for individual sub-basins. 
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                 PART FOUR: THE UN WATERCOURSES CONVENTION 
	  
Sources:   McCaffrey (2008)100 
                 WWF Brochure(2010) 101 
                And WWF leaflet (2010)102 
	  
2H. Overall Frame: Global policy framework codifying & clarifying international 
water law 
 
The 1997 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Non-Navigational Uses of 
International Watercourses is the only policy framework setting out the rights and 
obligations of countries sharing international watercourses that is of universal 
applicability. It is a framework convention, in the sense that it provides a framework of 
principles and rules that may be applied and adjusted to suit the characteristics of 
particular international watercourses (McCaffrey, 2008). 
As of March 26, 2011, the Convention counts 23 contracting states—12 short of the 
number required for entry into force. 
The UN Watercourses Convention aspires to serve as a global policy framework for 
managing water resources. It requires states to cooperate on the equitable and 
reasonable use and management of international watercourses, with a view to attaining 
their sustainable utilization and adequate protection. 
The convention constitutes the single most ambitious attempt at: 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
100	  McCaffrey, S.C. (n.d.). Convention on the Law of the Non-Navigational Uses of International Watercourses. In United Nations 
Audiovisual Library of International Law. Retrieved from: http://untreaty.un.org/cod/avl/ha/clnuiw/clnuiw.html 
	  
101	  WWF.(2010a). Everything you need to know about the UN Watercourses Convention[Brochure]. Retrieved from: 
http://assets.panda.org/downloads/wwf_un_watercourses_brochure_for_web_july2010_en.pdf 
	  	  
102	  WWF.(2010b). The 1997 United National Convention on the Non Navigational Uses of International Watercourses.[Leaflet]. 
Retrieved from:(n.d.)	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-codifying and clarifying international water law in an attempt to level the playing field 
among states and, where necessary, strengthen the ability of weaker countries and 
vulnerable stakeholders within the basin to voice their interests and concerns. 
 
-Contributing to the development of international water law over time, providing a solid 
basis for the law to respond to evolving circumstances and emerging issues, such as 
climate change; 
-Informing the adoption (or revision) of regional, basin, and sub-basin agreements and 
arrangements, in line with EU foreign policy; 
-Supporting the implementation of other multilateral environmental conventions, 
dealing with transboundary climate change adaptation and the protection of biodiversity 
within or dependent upon the ecosystems of international watercourses (see UN 
Watercourses Convention booklet); 
-Prioritizing the need to tackle transboundary water issues as an international 
development objective, taking into account the needs and special circumstances of 
developing countries, in line with the 2008 EC Programming Fiche on Water and 
Sanitation; 
-Better enabling the pursuance of the Millennium Development Goals (UNSGAB 
2006), at the core of the European Consensus, including by helping to advance 
commitments under the EU Water Initiative; 
-Fostering consensus-building and dialogue among states sharing water resources, by 
providing a globally endorsed platform to facilitate the promotion, coordination and 
monitoring of transboundary water management initiatives; 
-Providing a catalyzing bridge between donor and recipient states for the sharing of 
relevant knowledge and experience (see the 5th World Water Forum European Regional 
Document); 
-Raising awareness of (the need for) legal frameworks and good governance in the 
water sector, boosting ongoing discussions on the right to water & sanitation, the draft 
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articles on transboundary aquifers, and the implementation of the UNECE Water 
Convention and its Protocol on Water and Health; 
-Improving transboundary water cooperation worldwide, thereby preventing disruptions 
in food production and, in the long-term, helping to secure European imports of water-
intensive foods (see WWF 2008, finding that, based on the water footprint of 
agricultural products, the UK is 62% dependent on water from elsewhere, including 
from poorly governed transboundary basins). 
2I. Scope and main Provisions 
 
The UN Watercourses Convention governs the utilization, management, and protection 
of international watercourses. The Convention defines a watercourse as a single unit of 
surface and underground waters that includes the main river, its tributaries and 
distributaries, and any connected lakes, wetlands, and aquifers. 
The UN Watercourses Convention requires states to use international watercourses in an 
equitable and reasonable manner consistent with their protection. The goal is to utilize 
these resources in an optimal and sustainable way, while paying special regard to vital 
human needs and to the interests of the other watercourse states. 
The UN Watercourses Convention already enables and sustains transboundary water 
cooperation in numerous ways. However, entry into force and widespread 
implementation are necessary for the Convention to perform all of such functions 
effectively and fully, as described and explained in the table below (Figure B).   
The table also shows in what circumstances each function may be relevant, clarifies 
which stakeholders may be affected in each case, lists examples of when the 
Convention has influenced concrete situations, and refers to key documents and 
stakeholders recognizing the Convention’s relevance to perform certain functions. 
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Table 2A(i):  Functions of the UN Watercourses Convention  
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Table 2A(ii):  Functions of the UN Watercourses Convention  
 
2J. Achieving Millennium Development Goals 
 
The Hashimoto Action Plan of the UN Secretary General’s Advisory Board on Water 
and Sanitation (UNSGAB) calls on governments to ratify and implement the UN 
Watercourses Convention. UNSGAB includes leading international political, legal, and 
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scientific water experts. Their action plan identifies the concrete measures needed to 
achieve the Millennium Development Goal number 7, Target 10, on sustainable access 
to safe drinking water and basic sanitation. 
	  
2K. Links to Other Conventions  
 
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) promotes the conservation and 
sustainable use of biodiversity, especially through the protection of ecosystems. At the 
same time, the CBD respects countries’ sovereign rights over biological resources 
within their own territories. For international watercourses, cooperation between 
watercourse states is essential to protect the wider ecosystem. The UN Watercourses 
Convention offers the necessary legal framework for this collaboration to take place—
something the CBD has called for, but alone cannot provide. 
The UN Watercourses Convention contains key standards, obligations, and procedures 
for preventing disputes and fostering cooperation on the development and conservation 
of international watercourses and their ecosystems, including wetlands. For the worst 
cases, the UN Watercourses Convention also establishes robust conflict resolution 
mechanisms. These procedures will further reinforce implementation of relevant 
recommendations under the Ramsar Convention. 
The UN Watercourses Convention will offer an enhanced legal framework for 
managing and sustainably using international watercourses. In so doing, the convention 
will better enable states to cooperate towards tackling any harmful conditions relating to 
those resource, such as drought and desertification. It will therefore facilitate the 
implementation of the UNFCCD. 
The UN Watercourses Convention will also support cooperation between watercourse 
states towards responding to environmental disasters, such as droughts and floods, and 
adapting their water-sharing and management strategies to the effects of climate change;  
The Volta Basin Convention is a significant commendable step taken by the states 
concerned to improve transboundary cooperation within the basin. However, that 
convention has little to offer to prevent a similar situation from happening again, or to 
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clarify the rights and duties of the watercourse states involved in like-accidents in the 
future. In its turn, the UN Watercourses Convention deals in more detail with harmful 
conditions and emergencies, and could be applied to supplement the Volta Basin 
Convention in regards to those issue (see Articles 27-28 of the UN Watercourses 
Convention). 
The inadequacy of existing watercourse agreements and the lack of agreements for 
numerous international watercourses are alarming legal weaknesses in today’s 
international legal structure governing transboundary waters.	  
• Such weaknesses make it far too easy for some countries to manage their rivers 
unilaterally, arbitrarily, and without sharing relevant information their neighbours may 
need. 
• If action is not taken to improve the legal governance of transboundary waters, states 
are likely to fail to cooperate towards promoting the integrated management of 
international watercourses. 
• The result will be conflict over increasingly scarce and polluted supplies, deteriorating 
biodiversity, and serious threats to economic development, human health, and long-term 
sustainability, especially in poorer countries—all significant barriers to achieving the 
Millennium Development Goals. 
2L. Achievements 
The Convention and its preparatory work have had significant influence. Four months 
after it was concluded, the International Court of Justice referred to and quoted from the 
Convention in its judgment in the Gabčíkovo-Nagymaros Project case (I.C.J. Reports 
1997, paragraph 85). In part because of its provenance, the Convention is widely 
viewed as a codification of customary international law with respect to at least three of 
the obligations it embodies, namely equitable and reasonable utilization, prevention of 
significant harm, and prior notification of planned measures. These and other provisions 
of the Convention have influenced the negotiation of treaties concerning international 
watercourses, as can readily be seen from even a cursory review of recent agreements, 
for example, the Revised Protocol on Shared Watercourses of the Southern African 
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Development Community (SADC) of 7 August 2000. 
 
Following the successful regional example of the EU Water Framework Directive and 
the UNECE Water Convention, the UN Watercourses Convention can address 
governance deficiencies at various levels, set basic uniform standards across 
neighbouring regions, and bring all relevant stakeholders together under its broad 
umbrella for faster progress and better coordination and monitoring in the field (WWF 
leaflet, 2010).  
 
The 1997 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Non-Navigational Uses of 
International Watercourses represents an important contribution to the strengthening of 
the rule of law in this increasingly critical field of international relations and to the 
protection and preservation of international watercourses. In an era of increasing water 
scarcity, it is to be hoped that the Convention’s influence will continue to grow 
(McCaffrey 2008). 
 
 
2M. Critique 
 
Based on ‘International River Basin Management: Global Principles and Basin 
Practice’  (Giordano, 2002) 
The uniqueness of each basin and its riparian nations suggest that any universal set of 
principles must, by necessity, be fairly general. However, the requisite generality of the 
principles may in turn inhibit their ultimate application. 
The vague language present in the 1997 UN Convention is plainly demonstrated in the 
articles concerning water allocation. Drawing from the principle of limited territorial 
sovereignty, the ILC chose to include provisions for both ‘reasonable and equitable use’ 
and an obligation not to cause ‘significant’ harm. The definition of ‘reasonable and 
equitable use’ is based on seven, non-exhaustive factors. These factors include:  
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• geographic, hydrographic, hydrological, climatic, ecological, and other natural 
factors; 
• social and economic needs of each riparian state; 
•  population on the watercourse;  
• effects of use in one state on the uses of other states;  
• existing and potential uses;  
• conservation, protection, development and economy of use, and the costs of 
measures taken to that effect; and  
• the availability of alternatives, of corresponding value, to a particular planned or 
existing use. 
 
The articles, however, neither prioritize these seven factors nor offer any clear order of 
preference between the inherently opposing provisions of ‘reasonable and equitable use’ 
and ‘no significant harm.’  
With regard to the factors of ‘reasonable and equitable use,’ Article 6 merely suggests 
that “the weight to be given to each factor is to be determined by its importance,” and 
that “all relevant factors are to be considered together.”  
Further obscuring the issue, Article 10 states that “in the absence of agreement or 
custom to the contrary, no use...enjoys inherent priority over other uses,” and that, “in 
the event of a conflict between uses...[it shall be resolved] with special regard being 
given to the requirements of vital human needs.” While such vague language (e.g., 
‘reasonable,’ ‘equitable,’ ‘significant’) may have been necessary for reasons of 
geographic diversity and, ultimately, political expediency, the application of the 1997 
UN Convention to specific water conflicts is indeed problematic. 
As suggested above, the Convention’s articles do not offer the specificity necessary to 
address the distinct needs and settings of individual basins. It is hardly surprising, 
therefore, that these generalized legal principles are rarely invoked in the actual treaty 
practice. 
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                         PART FIVE:  IWRM AN (ESSENTIALLY)  
                            ECONOMIC DRIVEN PARADIGM 
	  
2N: Introduction 
By the 80s, IWRM had a very strong economic foundation, as the notion of scarcity of 
water-both in terms of quantity and especially quality- began to gain attention among a 
technocratic liberal/pro market political mainstream.  
This new approach called for a holistic integration among different water uses for the 
purpose of economic sustainability, spanned by the concepts of efficiency, effectiveness 
and cost minimization.  The need for a holistic approach was first foresaw in Agenda 21 
(see Box 2A).  
The prevailing Western approach on water governance, which is based on the so called 
“statist-liberal” paradigm (i.e. privatization and technocratic regulation), borrows a lot 
from this paradigm and was subsequently wrought by the outcome of the 1992 “Dublin 
Statement on Water and Sustainable Development” (also known as Dublin Principles. 
See Box 2B) which, for the first time ever, officially introduced and attested the concept 
of water as an economic good.  
The ever-increasing multiplicity of competing usages of scarce water resources and the 
consequent realization that efficient water management necessarily entails the adoption 
of economic principles has further ushered into the 1998 Aarhus Convention. The 
significance of this Convention cannot be understated as it openly calls for all water 
users (stakeholders) to be involved in the decision making process and in doing so, 
imposes “public participation” of all stakeholders (public and private, institutional and 
corporate) as a fundamental requirement for addressing the issues of managing water as 
an (essentially) economic good in a sustainable manner.  
In November 2002 the UN Committee on Economic, Cultural and Social Rights has 
refined the Dublin principles by declaring water a “social, cultural and economic good”  
The recognition of water as a multifaceted resource with social, economic and cultural 
characteristics poses a serious challenge for society as regulation of water needs to be 
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parsed between economic tools that ensure an optimal usage of the resource as well as 
non-economic principles that guarantee access to water for satisfying basic human 
needs. Nowadays this conceptual frame enjoys wide acceptance by world water 
professionals and pro market political parties. 
Moreover, scarcity, the multiple competing usages of water, its social, cultural and 
economic nature and public participation taken together capture the mainstream 
understanding of today’s debate on ‘sustainable water management”.  
Note: Nevertheless, it needs to be said that most of the academic/ water professionals 
debates focus mainly on ‘sustainable water management” of water as a “social and 
economic good”, paying seldomly lip service to water’s cultural dimension. 
The very same conceptual framework and paradigms outlined above have guided the 
UNECE and UN (two international organizations) in devising their water conventions-a 
common set of principles for the governance of transborder waters- which will become 
binding for the member states once ratified. 
	  
2O:  Evolution to ITWRM 
The seeds of modern integrated transborder water resources management (ITWRM) can 
be traced back to the pioneering American experience on the rivers of Colorado and 
Delaware in the ‘20s , the German Ruhr Genossenschaffen  public participation and 
planning experience (which started at  the end of the 19th century) as well as the 
successful experience of the International Commission for the Protection of the Rhine 
from the early ’60s. 
This integrated approach can be said to have been engendered in the industrial activities 
of the German Ruhr, whose alarming pollution levels have fueled the development of 
the first integrated, holistic scheme for ‘sharing’ in a sustainable manner international 
water resources.  
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The growing pressure induced by demographic and socio economic changes in water 
uses over the past four decades has led to the development of the modern paradigm of 
integrated and sustainable water management.  
Although not yet ratified, it is important to note that the principles underpinning the two 
Conventions are more and more referred to in the finalization of new ITWRM treaties 
and/or in the updating of the old ones. 
 
Box 2A: On the Evolution of the Prevailing Water Conceptual Framework  
a) Official resolutions 
RIO Declaration (Earth Summit) and Agenda 21 
This conference was the last technical preparatory meeting before the UN Conference 
on Environment and Development (Earth Summit) in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992. The 
Earth Summit in Rio was of significant importance as the Declaration on the 
Environment and Development was signed, reaffirming the need for cooperation on a 
planetary scale for protecting the integrity of the environment and all ecosystems.  
Of particular significance was the Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration on Environment 
and Development4 (United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, Rio 
de Janeiro, 1992), which reconfirms the need for public involvement by stating that 
environmental issues are best handled with the participation of all concerned citizens, at 
the relevant level.  
The Action Programme of Rio was outlined in Agenda 21, a comprehensive plan of 
action to be taken globally, nationally and locally by organizations of the United 
Nations System, Governments, and Major Groups in every area in which humans 
impact on the environment.  
Agenda 21 foresaw the imminent need for managing water resources vis a vis a holistic 
methodology that transcended the inefficiencies that intrinsically defined the long 
established sectoral approach by stating that: 
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'The holistic management of freshwater ... and the integration of sectoral water plans 
and programmes within the framework of national economic and social policy, are of 
paramount importance for action in the 1990s and beyond. The fragmentation of 
responsibilities for water resources development among sectoral agencies is proving, 
however, to be an even greater impediment to promoting integrated water management 
than had been anticipated. Effective implementation and coordination mechanisms are 
required.' (Agenda 21,Chapter 18)103 
b) Public and Private sector dialogue 
“Dublin Statement on Water and Sustainable Development” (Dublin Principles) 
The 1992 Dublin Conference participants (500 participants including government 
designated experts from  100 countries and representatives  of 80 international, inter-
governmental and non- governmental organizations)  call for fundamental new 
approaches to the assessment, development and management of freshwater resources, 
which can only be brought about through political commitment and involvement from 
the highest levels of government to the smallest communities.  
 
Commitment will need to be backed by substantial and immediate investments, public 
awareness campaigns, legislative and institutional changes, technology development, 
and capacity building programs.  
	  
Underlying all these must be a greater recognition of the interdependence of all peoples, 
and of their place in the natural world. 
	  
In commending this Dublin Statement to the world leaders assembled at the United 
Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro in 
June 1992, the Conference participants urge all governments to study carefully the 
specific activities and means of implementation recommended in the Conference 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
103 Source: http://www.un.org/esa/dsd/agenda21/index.shtml 
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Report, and to translate those recommendations into urgent action programs for 
“WATER AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT”  
Concerted action is needed to reverse the present trends of overconsumption pollution, 
and rising threats from drought and floods. The Conference Report sets out 
recommendations for action at local, national and international levels, based on four 
guiding principles for managing freshwater resources in a sustainable manner: 
-‘Freshwater is a finite and vulnerable resource, essential to sustain life, 
development and the environment; 
Since water sustains life, effective management of water resources demands a holistic 
approach, linking social and economic development with protection of natural 
ecosystems. Effective management links land and water uses across the whole of a 
catchment area or groundwater aquifer.  
-Water development and management should be based on a participatory 
approach, involving users, planners and policy makers at all levels; 
The participatory approach involves raising awareness of the importance of water 
among policy-makers and the general public. It means that decisions are taken at the 
lowest appropriate level, with full public consultation and involvement of users in the 
planning and implementation of water projects. 
-Women play a central role in the provision, management and safeguarding of 
water 
This pivotal role of women as providers and users of water and guardians of the living 
environment has seldom been reflected in institutional arrangements for the 
development and management of water resources. Acceptance and implementation of 
this principle requires positive policies to address womenþs specific needs and to equip 
and empower women to participate at all levels in water resources programmes, 
including decision-making and implementation, in ways defined by them.  
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‘-Water has an economic value in all its competing uses, and should be recognized 
as an economic good. 
Within this principle, it is vital to recognize first the basic right of all human beings to 
have access to clean water and sanitation at an affordable price. Past failure to recognize 
the economic value of water has led to wasteful and environmentally damaging uses of 
the resource. Managing water as an economic good is an important way of achieving 
efficient and equitable use, and of encouraging conservation and protection of water 
resources.  
THE DUBLIN ACTION AGENDA 
Based on these four guiding principles, the Conference participants developed 
recommendations which enable countries to tackle their water resources problems on a 
wide range of fronts.  
Alleviation of poverty and disease, water conservation and reuse, Sustainable urban 
development, Agricultural production and rural water supply, Protecting aquatic 
ecosystems, Resolving water conflicts, The enabling environment, The knowledge base 
Capacity building 
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                                          PART SIX:  EU WFD 
            Sources: EU FWD Brochure (2010)104;  ‘Water Matters’ 
  
2P. Overall Frame:  
 
The Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 
October 2000 establishing a framework for Community action in the field of water 
policy, also known as the EU Water Framework Directive (hereinafter EU WFD) is a 
piece of environmental legislation adopted by the European Union in 2000 whose aim is 
to improve water environments throughout its territories. It requires governments to 
take a new holistic approach to managing their waters by establishing an original, 
integrated approach to the protection, improvement and sustainable use of rivers, lakes, 
estuaries, coastal waters and groundwater within Europe. It impacts on the management 
of water quality and water resources and affects conservation, fisheries, flood defence, 
planning and environmental monitoring. It calls for the control of all impacts –physical, 
polluting or otherwise – on water resources.105 Under the Directive, member States must 
aim to achieve ‘good’ status in all waters by 2015 and must further ensure that status 
does not deteriorate in any waters.  
Background to the Directive106 
Protecting the quality of Europe’s water resources has been a high priority for the 
European Union (EU) since it started adopting legislation in the area of environmental 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
104 Adapted from EU Commission (2010). Water is for life. How the water framework directive helps safeguard Europe’s 
resources (Brochure). Retrieved from: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/pdf/WFD_brochure_en.pdf 
	  
105 Retrieved from ‘Water Matters’: http://www.wfdireland.ie/wfd-more.html 
 
106 Adapted from Water Note °no.9 on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive (European Commission (DG 
Environment) (2008). Retrieved from: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/participation/notes_en.htm 
 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
169	  
	  
protection. The first directives, adopted in the mid-1970s, established a series of quality 
standards aimed at protecting human health and the living environment, including 
surface water used for drinking water, bathing water, fish waters, shellfish waters, 
groundwater and water for human consumption. In the same "generation" of legislation, 
a directive that set standards for the discharge of dangerous substances into the aquatic 
environment was for many years the main instrument to control emissions from 
industry. 
However, the quality standard approach proved insufficient for protecting Europe’s 
polluted waters. When eutrophication became a major problem in the North and Baltic 
seas and parts of the Mediterranean in the late 1980s, the EU started to focus on the 
sources of pollutants. 
This led to the Directive on Urban Wastewater Treatment (UWWT) which requires 
Member States to invest in infrastructure for collecting and treating sewage in urban 
areas while the Nitrates Directive requires farmers to control the amounts of nitrogen 
fertilizers applied to fields. And the Directive on Integrated Pollution Prevention and 
Control (IPPC) adopted a few years later aims to minimize pollutants discharged from 
large industrial installations.  
To make this patchwork of policies and legislation more coherent, the EU adopted the 
Water Framework Directive (WFD) in 2000.  
 
Main Features 
The Water Framework Directive establishes a legal framework to protect and restore 
clean water across Europe and ensure its long-term, sustainable use.  
This Directive is unique in that, for the first time, it establishes a framework for the 
protection of all waters including rivers, lakes, estuaries, coastal waters and 
groundwater, and their dependent wildlife/habitats under one piece of environmental 
legislation. Specifically the WFD aims to: 
 
• protect/enhance all waters (surface, ground and coastal waters)  
	  
	  
170	  
	  
• achieve "good status" for all waters by December 2015  
• manage water bodies based on river basins (or catchments)  
• involve the public  
• streamline legislation  
 
The Directive sets the goal of achieving a “good status” for all of Europe's surface 
waters and groundwater by 2015. This is a major challenge, as recent assessments 
estimate that at least 40% of the EU's surface water bodies and 30% of groundwater 
bodies are at risk of not meeting the 2015 quality objective107.  
The Water Framework Directive also addresses pressures that previous EU water 
legislation neglected, including the influence of water extraction and of morphological 
changes such as dams and weirs on the health of surface waters.108 
The Water Framework Directive introduces economic principles and methods for the 
management of Europe's waters. Indeed, it is the first piece of EU water legislation to 
explicitly integrate economics into its measures.  
For many Member States the directive's use of economics has brought a new approach 
to water management. 
Under the Water Framework Directive, each Member State is responsible for 
implementation in the portion of an IRBD lying within its territory and should 
coordinate these actions with the other Member States in the district. 
River Basin Planning109  
The Directive is implemented through six-year recurring cycles, the first of which 
covers the period 2009-2015. After the Directive came into force, Member States had to 
define their river basin districts geographically, and identify the authorities responsible 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
107 
Water Notes no. 2&3 on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive. 
108 
Water Note no.2 on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive. 
109
 Adapted from EU Commission (2010). Water is for life. How the water framework directive helps safeguard Europe’s 
resources (Brochure). See note 104.  
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for water management (2003). The next task was to undertake a joint economic and 
environmental analysis of these areas’ characteristics (2004), and to identify water 
bodies at risk of not achieving the 2015 target. By 2006, countries had to launch water 
monitoring networks.  
 
The directive prescribes that management activities should aim to achieve the goals of 
the directive within geographical areas or river basin districts (RBDs). These are based 
largely on surface water catchments, together with the boundaries of associated 
groundwater and coastal water bodies.  
For each river basin district, a river basin planning process must be set up. The first 
milestone of this planning process (analysis, monitoring, objective-setting and 
consideration of measures to maintain or improve water status) is the initial river basin 
management plan (RBMP), which had to be finalized by the end of 2009. 
 The river basin management plan will: 
 record the current status of water bodies within the river basin district; 
 set out the measures planned to meet the objectives; 
 act as the main reporting mechanism to the Commission and the public.  
 
The whole process of river basin management planning includes the preparation of 
programs of measures at basin level for achieving the environmental objectives of the 
Water Framework Directive cost-effectively. The planning, implementation and 
evaluation of the program of measures is an iterative process that will probably include 
the river basin management plan of the first (2009), second (2015) or further cycles 
(2021, 2027).  
Basic measures include control pollution at source through the setting of emission limit 
values as well as through the setting of environmental quality standards. The use of 
economic instruments, such as water pricing, is part of the basic measures. Here, in 
particular, the 'polluter pays' principle should be taken into account. The directive aims 
to ensure that pricing policies improve the sustainable use of water resources. 
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2Q: The role of economic measures110 
 
The WFD introduces two key economic principles. First, it calls on water users – such 
as industries, farmers and households – to pay for the full costs of the water services 
they receive. Second, the directive calls on Member States to use economic analysis in 
the management of their water resources and to assess both the cost-effectiveness and 
overall costs of alternatives when making key decisions. 
Under the directive the recovery of costs refers to several elements. The prices users pay 
for water should cover the operational and maintenance costs of its supply and treatment 
and the costs invested in infrastructure. The directive goes further and requires that 
prices paid by users also cover environmental and resource costs. This is a key step 
towards implementing the economic principle that polluters and users should pay for the 
natural resources they use and the damage they create. 
Environmental costs include damage to ecosystems such as pollution that harms fish 
and wildlife in rivers. Extracting water for human causes repercussions such as reducing 
water levels in rivers and lakes and this may harm ecosystems. These costs do not 
appear on financial balance sheets, but they can be measured. 
When a water resource is partly or fully depleted and less water is available for other 
users the cost of that resource goes up. Recovering such resource costs is especially 
important in river basins where water is scarce. 
The directive also states that water pricing should create incentives for the efficient use 
of water resources. If users pay the real costs of the water they use they will certainly 
waste less of it. This brings economic efficiency and reduces the financial burden on 
public authorities while improving the environment. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
110 Water Note no. 5 on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive 
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As these examples indicate it is the role of Member States to implement cost recovery, 
which they can do with some leeway according to national conditions. 
For all Member States, putting cost recovery mechanisms in place starts with a good 
economic analysis of current water prices and of the pressures and impacts of each river 
basin. The 2005 reports submitted by Member States on the characteristics of their river 
basins revealed that many Member States did not provide complete economic 
information, especially in the areas of industrial and agricultural users and the resource 
and environmental costs of water services. Results show that in many Member States 
households pay for a large share of the costs needed to provide them with water. 
Most Member States still have significant work to do to introduce water pricing policies 
by the target date of 2010. 
In 2007 the European Commission called for common action to address the challenge of 
water scarcity and droughts in the European Union. It highlighted the fact that 
ineffective water pricing policies have contributed to the mismanagement of water 
resources in many areas. 
In its recommendations the Commission underlined the need for full implementation of 
the Water Framework Directive and better pricing policies that incorporate the “user 
pays principle”, which will encourage efficient water use and end needless losses. 
The Water Framework Directive introduces economic methods for improving water 
quality while maintaining its focus on the broader and often intangible value of water. 
Its preamble states that “water is not a commercial product like any other but, rather, a 
heritage which must be protected, defended and treated as such.”  
The planning process together with the implementation of the program of measures is 
often referred to as river basin management.  
The 22nd of December of 2009 marked a crucial milestone in European water 
management, as it was the deadline for Member States to draw up river basin 
management plans (RBMPs) for each one of the 110 river basin districts across the 
EU.    
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The EU FWD ‘planning’ process is illustrated in Figure 2G: 
	  
	  
	  
	  
Figure 2F(i):  WFD Process  (adapted from EU WFD Brochure, 2010)111 
	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
111 Source: see note 104.  
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Figure 2F(ii):  WFD Process  (EU WFD Brochure, 2010)112 
	  
Linkages to other Directives113 
The Water Framework Directive has been complemented by measures contained in a 
series of subsequent laws – the so-called ‘daughter directives’ – laying down further 
details on how to achieve good chemical status: 
 
 The Groundwater Directive: the WFD set out clear objectives for groundwater 
quantity and repealed the old groundwater Directive, but left some issues of 
chemical status criteria to be defined. The new Directive, adopted in December 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
112 Adapted from EU WFD Brochure (2010). See note 104.  
 
113 Adapted from EU WFD Brochure (2010). See note 104.  
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2006, establishes criteria for good chemical status of groundwaters, clarifies the 
identification and reversal of pollution trends and requires preventing or limiting 
inputs of pollutants into groundwater. (Art. 17) 
 
 The Environmental Quality Standards Directive: since 2008, this limits 
concentrations in surface waters of 33 priority substances and eight other pollutants. 
They include priority hazardous substances, which are toxic, persistent, and 
accumulate in animal and plant tissues to pose a long-term risk. Discharges must be 
phased out within 20 years. The list will be reviewed in 2011. (Art. 16)  
 Two Commission Decisions, adopted in 2005 and 2008, also provided further 
details on how to establish ecological status, identified sites and published the 
results of the intercalibration exercise.  
 
Other measures in the context of integrated river basin management  
The WFD also provides a framework for integrating a number of other thematic pieces 
of water legislation in its implementation, and the following Directives set out what are 
considered to be so-called ‘basic measures’:  
 
 The Urban Wastewater Directive (1991) applies to 22 000 urban areas across the 
EU. It sets down standards for the collection, treatment and dis- charge of 
wastewater from homes and certain industrial sectors.  
 
 The Nitrates Directive (1991) aims to stop nitrates from agricultural sources 
polluting ground- and surface waters, through codes of good practice for farmers. It 
is proving effective: from 2000 to 2003, nitrate concentrations were stable or fell at 
86% of monitored sites. Nonetheless, agriculture remains a major source of water-
related problems, and farmers need to move towards more sustainable practices.  
 
 The new Bathing Water Directive (2006) aims to protect public health by making 
coastal and inland waters safe to swim in. Member States have to draw up 
management plans for bathing sites, and keep the public informed.  
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 The Drinking Water Directive (1998) sets standards for clean water from the tap, 
and for use in food production. Member States have to report on water quality every 
three years. The WFD complements it by protecting supplies at source.  The 
programme also includes relevant measures taken to protect water, for instance 
under the Birds Directive, the Major Accidents Directive (SEVESO), the 
Environmental Impact Assessment Directive, the Sew- age Sludge Directive, the 
Plant Protection Directive, the Habitats Directive, and the Integrated Pollution 
Prevention Control Directive.  
 
In fact, protected areas (such as for drinking water abstraction, bathing, and those 
identified under the Habitats Directive) need to be especially monitored, and 
achievement of the criteria under those Directives are at the core of the environmental 
objectives of the Water Framework Directive. (Art. 4.3, 6 and 7)  
 
A so-called combined approach brings together the legislation regulating the act of 
polluting the environment, with the environmental quality status for all water sources. 
(Art. 10)  
 
A number of newer pieces of legislation also refer explicitly to the Water Framework 
Directive and its provisions, such as the Strategic Environmental Assessment Direc- 
tive (recitals, 2001/42/EC), the Environmental Liability Directive (2004/35/EC) and the 
Mining Waste Directive (2006/21/EC).  
Coordination is required between the Water Frame-work Directive, implementation of 
the Floods Directive (2007/60/EC), and the Marine Strategy Framework Directive 
(2008/56/EC).  
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2R. Management Plans and Stakeholder Involvement114 
 
Participation is especially important for the development of river basin management 
plans (RBMPs), which are at the heart of the WFD’s implementation  
To ensure the participation of the public and stakeholders in establishing and updating 
river basin management plans, the directive recognises that it is necessary to provide 
proper information to the public of planned measures before final decisions on the 
measures are adopted. In addition, access should be given to all background documents 
and information used for the development of the RBMP. Once a plan is in place, 
authorities need to report on the progress of its implementation to the public and 
stakeholders. 
Public participation extends to all water users, to non-governmental organizations, such 
as local and national environmental groups, and to other stakeholders. Key 
organizations and citizens’ groups likely to be affected by the plan need to be identified 
and involved. In some cases, such as in large or geographically varied districts, 
authorities may want to put in place consultation mechanisms for individual sub-basins. 
For Europe’s many international river basin districts, consultation will need to extend 
across Member States and to some neighboring countries.  
The major EU directives to protect water quality use a variety of measures, ranging 
from quality standards to management plans and requirements for public information 
and public participation. The Water Framework Directive uses nearly all these measures 
and also sets a combined approach that links other water legislation. 
	  
The role of monitoring programs115 
The Water Framework Directive calls for the protection and restoration of clean water 
across Europe. A key step in this process is for Member States to gauge the health of 
their surface waters and groundwater through national monitoring programmes. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
114 Water Note no. 12 on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive.  See note 47.  
 
115 Water Note no. 7 on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive.	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Monitoring is the main tool used by Member States to classify the status of each water 
body (a water body is a section of a river or other surface water or a distinct volume of 
groundwater). The directive sets a five-class scale - high, good, moderate, poor and bad 
status – for surface waters and 2 classes – good and poor – for groundwater, and it 
requires Member States to achieve good status in all waters by 2015. The directive sets 
a common approach for monitoring water quality across all Member States but does not 
specify the methods to be used. It is up to Member States to decide the best method 
based on local conditions and existing national approaches. 
While prior European legislation considered chemical contamination in water, the 
directive provides a major innovation by addressing aquatic ecosystems as well. 
Monitoring will now assess the health of ecosystems. This is a complex task, as 
ecosystems differ across Europe, and therefore an intercalibration process was required 
to ensure harmonised results. 
Monitoring will also tackle human impacts on hydromorphology, the physical shape of 
river systems. Such impacts include changes in the flow of rivers as a result of water 
extraction or dams. These changes can harm the health of surface waters and their 
ecosystems, but for some Member States, measuring these changes is a new monitoring 
activity. 
The monitoring of surface waters thus covers the chemical composition of water, a 
number of key biological elements, and the hydrological and morphological 
characteristics of water bodies in order to provide a comprehensive overview of the 
health of Europe's waters. Groundwater monitoring programmes cover water quality 
and water quantity. 
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PART SEVEN: Danube River Basin 
	  
2S: 
Box 2B. The Danube River Basin 
(Annotated compendium from the EC reports, UNECE reports and ICPDR sources) 
The Danube River Basin is the second largest river basin in Europe after the Volga 
covering 801,463 km2 and territories of 18 states including EU-Member States, 
Accession Countries and non EU Member States. 
 
          Figure 2G: Danube River Basin. 
          Source: Ramsar.org 
The Danube river rises in the Black Forest (Schwarzwald) in Germany at a height of 
about 1,000 m above sea level and receives its name at the confluence of Brigach and 
Breg in Donaueschingen. Flows predominantly to the south-east and reaches the Black 
Sea after 2,780 km where it divides into 3 main branches, the Chilia, the Sulina, and the 
Sf. Gheorghe Branch. 
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The Danube River Basin is characterized by a distinctive aquatic ecosystem with 
numerous important natural areas, including wetlands and floodplains. The Danube 
Delta lies in Romania and partly in Ukraine and is a unique “World Nature Heritage” 
(The entire protected area covers 675,000 ha including floodplains, and more than 600 
natural lakes larger than one hectare, and marine areas) 
Like all major rivers of Europe, the Danube has been significantly altered and affected 
by human activities throughout history. A large number of dams, dikes, navigation 
locks and other hydraulic structures have been built throughout the region. Hydraulic 
works in the form of dams and reservoirs are found in all mountainous areas of the 
Danube basin, while most navigation canals, dykes and irrigation networks concentrate 
on the lowlands along the central and lower Danube. More than 80% of the length of the 
Danube is regulated, and over 700 dams and weirs have been built along its main 
tributaries.  
Navigation has long been a traditional activity on the Danube, facilitating the region’s 
economic development. Historically the Danube and some of its main tributaries, such 
as the Sava, have formed important trade routes across Europe. Ships can navigate the 
Danube from 2,411 km upstream all the way down to the Delta – for 87% of the river’s 
total length – and can call in at 78 harbours located along the Danube between Kelheim 
and the Black Sea.  
The Danube is the largest tributary into the Black Sea: at its mouth the Danube has an 
average discharge of about 6,500 m 3.s-1- . The Black Sea itself is almost completely 
cut off from the world’s other seas and oceans, and the Danube and its tributaries play 
an important role in connecting this area with the rest of the world. Three artificial 
waterways have been built on the Danube: the Danube-Tisza-Danube Canal in Northern 
Serbia, the Danube-Black Sea canal in Romania, and the Rhine-Main-Danube Canal. 
This latter canal system provides a link from the Danube to the North Sea. 
Last but not least, the Danube Basin is “the host” to approximately 80 million people 
and  as such, its water resources support the drinking water supply, agriculture, industry, 
fishing, tourism,  recreation, power generation, navigation and the end disposal of waste 
water.  The utilization of Danube River Basin water resources for important human 
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activities, such as municipal ones, industry and agriculture, has resulted in changes in 
the hydrological systems of the Danube River and its tributaries. Problems of water 
quality and quantity have been created, including significant environmental damage and 
impaired quality of life, such as public health problems. During the period of centralized 
planning systems, central and eastern European countries failed to develop adequate 
environmental protection policies and subsequent measures to fully respond to the 
degradation of the river environment. 
	  
2T: History of Treaties in the Danube River Basin 
Source: AIFA (Transboundarywaters.orst.edu)116 
	  
	  
Figure 2H: Danube River Basin Source: AIFA (Transboundarywaters.orst.edu) 
	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
116  Oregon State University Transboundary Water Database. Atlas of International Freshwater Agreements (AIFA) section 
Europe. Retrieved from: www.Transboundarywaters.orst.edu/publications/atlas/index.html 
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Source: Atlas of International Freshwater Agreements (Transboundarywaters.orst.edu) 
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3.  TRANSBORDER WATER GOVERNANCE REGIMES AND THE 
ROLE OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN RIVER BASIN 
MANAGEMENT 
 
“The beauty of a beast is in the pot.”  
(African people saying from Le Carre “The mission song” 2006)	  
 
	  
3.1. Introduction 
 
According to Warner (2007)117, the adoption of IWRM as the mainstream paradigm in 
water resources management calls for the integration of all:  
• freshwater (surface, ground water, transitional and coastal ) 
• water and land uses 
• water (security concerns) and stakeholder  interests 
• riparian / basin water  institutions (cooperation)  
 
Such integration efforts have turned river basins into “territories of governance”  
(Wester & Warner, 2002)118. 
 
As seen, there are many starting points, approaches and aims in the study of governance 
of water resources: as a natural scarce resource prone to trigger conflicts, as a given 
geo-hydrological reality impacting on the socio economic development of different geo 
– politically administered entities etc., or, as of interest here, a way to manage 
transborder water risks and opportunities for the wellbeing of people involved. 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
117	  Source: Warner,J.(2007). (ed.) Multi Stakeholder Platforms for Integrated Water Management. Ashgate Publishing Limited, 
Hampshire, UK 
	  
118 Source: Wester, Ph., & Warner, J. (2002). River basin management reconsidered.  In A.Turton, R. Henwood (Eds.), 
Hydropolitics in the developing world: a Southern African perspective (Ch.4). Pretoria: African Water Issues Research Unit.     
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The analysis of international regimes has more and more become an important research 
area within the discipline of International Relations119.  
Verhallen et al. (2001) note that the move towards management units with physical 
boundaries instead of administrative ones requires a far reaching change in 
governmental administration on different spatial scales, ranging from small water 
watershed to large river basins and from local administration to international 
collaboration, where specific “regimes” often need to be devised (as cited in Warner, 
2007).  
 
In the EU context, water river basin governance is mainly addressed by the Water 
Framework Directive and the adoption of the Aarhus Convention. In particular, EU 
Directives EU 2003/4/EG and 2003/35/EG provide the guidelines for implementing 
public participation in EU River Basin Management Plans.     
 
Availing mainly of the conceptual tools examined in Chapter 2  (above all Hydropolitics 
and Adaptive Management), the chapter examines how “public participation” regimes 
came into being and have developed in Integrated Water Resources Management, with 
emphasis on those brought about by the enactment of the EU Water Framework 
Directive.  
 
3.2. Defining key concepts 
 
3.2.a. Regime 
The concepts ‘regimes’ and ‘institutions’ are very similar. Both refer to the ‘established 
rules’ that structure human behavior, by reducing the chaos of an endless amount of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
119 The main distinction between the domestic and the international political arena is that the latter lacks a central sovereign 
authority that is backed up by threat or use of physical force. 
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possible actions to a complex, but tangible set of possible actions (Raadgever & 
Mostert, 2005)120.  
However, there are many different definitions in use for these concepts. 
A common definition of institutions is provided by Rutherford (2001): “rules or 
regularities of behavior that are generally accepted by members of a social group, that 
specify behavior in specific situations, and that are either self-policed or policed by 
external authority” (as cited in Raadgever & Mostert, 2005).   
According to North (1990), in a world of perfect knowledge no institutions would be 
necessary. However, in the absence of accurate information, institutions provide a basis 
for making reasonably sound decisions by regulating the behavior of others. Because 
institutions regulate behavior of others, power is also a relevant aspect of institutions (as 
cited in (Raadgever & Mostert, 2005).  
From yet another angle, institutions can be seen as frames: instruments for interpreting 
and giving meaning to the world around us.121  
In this regard, another definition of a regime framed by Krasner (1983) is ‘‘sets of 
implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision making procedures around 
which actors expectations converge in a given area of (international) relations” (as cited 
in Raadgever & Mostert, 2005). 
Because an analysis of the ‘subjective origins’ of collective rules is very complicated, 
this chapter will limit itself to describing their ‘objective manifestation’. 
 
3.2.b. Regime theory in the field of International Relations 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
120 Source: Raadgever, G.T. and Mostert, E., Transboundary River Basin Management – State-of-the-art review on transboundary 
regimes and information management in the context of adaptive management (2005). Deliverable 1.3.1 of the NeWater project, 
RBA Centre, TU Delft (online). Retrieved from: http://www.usf.uni-osnabrueck.de/projects/newater/downloads/newater_wp10.pdf	  
	  
121 Source: NeWater Report. See note 120.  
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In this field, international regimes are seen as the ‘rules of the game’ agreed upon by the 
actors in the international arena (North, 1990; Rittberger, 1993 as cited in Raadgever & 
Mostert, 2005).  
Regime theory strives to explain the formation, properties and consequences of various 
types of social order in an international setting (as cited in Raadgever & Mostert, 2005) 
by positing that the potential chaotic situation of anarchy can be deterred through the 
establishment of apt international regimes. Besides hierarchical control by states or 
competition in markets, social order can also consist of communitarian and associative 
components ((Lindblom 1977; Streeck & Schmitter, 1985 in Rittberger, 1993 as cited in 
Raadgever & Mostert, 2005)).  
Experience shows that international relations are increasingly characterized by a 
complex blend of different kinds of social order, blending governmental and 
nongovernmental actors’ involvement (Raadgever & Mostert, 2005).  
The increasing awareness of water scarcity as a source of conflict has made collective 
self-regulation or regimes an ever more important factor in resolving transborder water 
management issues.  
 
Examples of this collective self-regulation are the numerous, recently developed 
institutional structures for international cooperation in river basin management (RBM), 
as seen in Chapter 1. 
 
In particular, this collective self-regulation was made possible and is being promoted by 
the novel “transborder water management track two diplomacy”.   
 
The difference between track one and track two 122 diplomacy can be roughly boiled 
down to their respective main concerns:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
122	  Track Two diplomacy is unofficial, non-structured interaction. It is always open minded, often altruistic, and . . . strategically 
optimistic, based on best case analysis. Its underlying assumption is that actual or potential conflict can be resolved or eased by 
appealing to common human capabilities to respond to good will and reasonableness. Scientific and cultural exchanges are 
examples of track two diplomacy. The problem most political liberals fail to recognize is that reasonable and altruistic interaction 
with foreign countries cannot be an alternative to traditional track one diplomacy, with its official posturing and its underlying threat 
of the use of force. Both tracks are necessary for psychological reasons and both need each other (Montville & Davidson, 1981). 	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 -The main concern of “Track one diplomacy” is state sovereignty. 
 -The main concern of “Track two diplomacy” is the ‘social order regime’ required to 
make effective the public – private cooperation needed for pursuing the socioeconomic 
development and wellbeing of people by blending governmental and nongovernmental 
actors’ initiatives. 
 
The wide disparity of social order regimes established in RBM can be explained by 
several institutional variables. Among these, power asymmetry between states and their 
national interests is perhaps the most significant. However, acknowledging the fact that 
international relations cannot fully be rendered by state power, the role of all kinds of 
different nongovernmental actors involved needs to be considered in the 
characterization of a RBM regime (Raadgever & Mostert, 2005). 
 
Other relevant variables that characterize a RBM regime are: legal character, 
comprehensiveness of its goals, degree of ambition123 as well as the recognized 
‘ranking’ of the actors involved (Dieperink, 1998 as cited in Raadgever & Mostert, 
2005).  
 
Finally, the presence or absence of a (multidisciplinary and influential) international 
community of experts, the availability of human and financial resources that can be 
(readily) mobilized and the degree of participation in decision-making can also be used 
as variables to characterize a regime. 
 
3.2.b.1. Types of institutions 
Regimes consist of various types of institutions. A useful distinction can be made 
between formal and informal institutions. Formal institutions are explicit and officially 
announced, while informal institutions are not explicit and officially announced, but 
followed or used in practice (Raadgever & Mostert, 2005).  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Source: Wikipedia.  Retrieved from: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Multi-track_diplomacy	  
	  
	  
123	  The ambition concerns the range of issues, the geographic and temporal scope, and the goals that are set to solve the issues. 
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Both formal and informal institutions are relatively stable and durable features. In most 
sectors the informal institutions are most durable, but in the water sector the formal 
institutions change more slowly (Saleth & Dinar, 2004 as cited in Raadgever & Mostert, 
2005). 
 
Another useful distinction can be made between the institutional environment and the 
institutional arrangements (North 1990; Saleth & Dinar 2004, as cited in Raadgever & 
Mostert, 2005). The institutional environment consists of fundamental political, social 
and legal rules, while the institutional arrangements provide an organizational structure 
within which the members of a society – individually or collectively – cooperate or 
compete (North 1990 as cited in Raadgever & Mostert, 2005). Somewhat simplified, 
these categories refer to respectively the ‘rules of the game’ and the ‘players of the 
game’. 
 
Formal institutions that are important for transborder river basin management are 
international law, policy and governing organizations.  Law and policy constitute the 
official institutional environment, whereas the governing organizations form the formal 
institutional arrangements.  Informal institutions can also be found in the institutional 
environment as well as in the institutional arrangements.  Shared frames or social values 
that are not explicit or officially announced form the informal part of the institutional 
environment.  Organizations, networks and individuals that are actively present in a 
regime, but that have no formal responsibility in water management, are referred to as 
informal institutional arrangements, although their existence and function may 
sometimes be officially recognized.  Regardless of whether or not they are officially 
recognized, the role of these nongovernmental actors is becoming more and more 
important in RBM regimes (Raadgever & Mostert, 2005).  
 
Since the evolution and performance of institutions is strongly path dependent, the 
description of the regime of the three river basins of interest to this dissertation will be 
conducted by giving an overview of their institutional development.   
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Box 3.1. Transborder river basin Track Two diplomacy  back-end process  for 
harnessing mutually beneficial complementarities, synergies, spill over effects and 
“compensating trade offs  in devising a new and/or improved  ITRBM regime   
                                                 (A facilitator's perspective)124 
Source: “Water resources management and environmental security in Mediterranean 
transboundary river. The Role of Risk Assessment in Environmental Security and 
Emergency Preparedness in the Mediterranean Region” Ganoulis (2004) 125 
 
a)Main foreign policy features  in Integrated Transborder Water Resources 
Management (TWRM)   
As seen “ITWRM involves addressing physical and technical issues taking in due 
consideration social actors, institution and administrative procedure…… From the 
foreign policy and security perspective, five foreign policy factors influence 
international water situation: 
• international posture of each ( co-basin) country 
• international law  
• linkages between water and other issues  
• mutual commitment ( reciprocity) and  
• national sovereignty  
 
The main objective of an effective ITWRM is to satisfy the demands of all riparian / co 
basin  countries given the possibilities and limitation of water supply……  In order to 
understand the origin of ….. conflicts over the international water system, three main 
factors need to be considered:  
• the importance of water ( both  quantity and quality) 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
124	  Guiding note:in Box 3.1, italic font is used to denote (unaltered) content reproduced from Ganoulis (2004).  
	  
125	  The conceptual model that follows builds on the work of Ganoulis (2004) presented in  “Water resources management and 
environmental security in Mediterranean transboundary river” in Linkov et al. (2004) “The Role of Risk Assessment in 
Environmental Security and Emergency Preparedness  in the Mediterranean Region” has been adapted by the  PhD candidate on 
the grounds of his professional experience.  
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• the relative power of actors and  
• the respective riparian (geographical)  position of riparian / co-basin countries 
To start with, it may therefore be useful to gain some insights into the two core 
“knowledge” dimensions that characterize ITRBM activities:  
1. the physical - engineering  domain  
2.  the socioeconomic and  political  domain 
 
Figures 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3126 shed some light on the interaction effects between these two 
knowledge domains, which need to be taken into account in developing the desired 
regimes. 
  
Figure 3.1 shows that “the three pillars of sustainability, i.e. the economic, social and 
environmental criteria can be defined hierarchically, starting from some basic 
indicators, which are then aggregated into second and third level indicators”    
 
Figure 3.1 ITRBM:  Social, economic and environmental attributes, objectives and 
goals. 
 
Legend 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
126 
 Figure 3.1; 3.2 and 3.3 have been employed by Ganoulis (2004) in performing a Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) 
based on integrated risk assessment of water conflicts. 
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• The objectives indicate the directions of state change of the system under 
examination and which need to be maximized, minimized or maintained in the same 
position. 
• The attributes refer to the characteristics, factors and indices of the alternative 
management scenarios. An attribute should provide the means for evaluating the 
attainment level of an objective. 
• The constraints, which are restrictions on attributes and decision variables that can 
or cannot be expressed mathematically. 
• The criteria, which can be expressed either as attributes or objectives. 
 
 
Since conflicts in transborder water resources sharing and uses usually stem from the 
fact that countries use either different attributes or different goals to evaluate impacts 
from alternative strategies …..  it becomes very important to address the issues of:   
• conflicts among attributes, in particular, economic, technical, environmental and 
social first-level indicators; 
•  conflicts among different countries' strategic goals. 
 
These issues are at the very heart of “Transborder Water  Track Two diplomacy”   
 
For analyzing these issues, Ganoulis (2004) proposes a Multi-Criteria Decision 
Analysis (MCDA) methodology (scenario analysis) which he claims can even 
contribute to identify and address: 
• uncertainties in attribute and goal indicator values 
• uncertainties due to different preference functions (weights) of the decision makers 
or interest groups. 
 
Note 
In the opinion and field experience of the PhD candidate, the methodology proposed is 
very useful for grasping conflict dynamics in “hindsight”; helpful for getting some 
valuable insights on addressing intricacies in conflicting alternatives, but often unable to 
spot the complexities characterizing “wicked issues”, stemming from factors such as 
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power asymmetry, vested interests, role play, etc., which often lead to an 
“equifinalies127” stalemate. 
   
(Tip 1) Trying to establish management relations between too many variables risks 
getting mired in complexity at the expense of effectiveness. When putting ITWRM into 
practice it’s important to think strategically about where and to what degree 
coordination and new management instruments are necessary (GWP, 2009)128. 
 
(Tip 2) Each time ITWRM has been applied as a blueprint – a checklist of actions – in a 
way that does not take into account specific problems that need to be solved and 
contextual realities, ITWRM has not delivered concrete benefits (Even within countries 
there are often significant differences that shape water resources challenges and possible 
solutions).  
(GWP, 2009)129. 
 
Hereafter a description of the methodology proposed by Ganoulis.  
 
The Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) methodology can be used for addressing 
two fundamental issues in TWRM, which are conflict situations at two levels: 
• conflicts among attributes, in particular, economic, technical, environmental and 
social first-level indicators 
•  conflicts among different countries' strategic goals 
 
…… The methodology may be applied in three steps: 
• In the first step, each country proceeds separately and evaluates alternatives 
according to its own attributes, objectives and goals (Figure 2). 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
127 Experience shows that a PP discussion stalemate occurs when all conflicting alternatives are valued equally.  
Definition of equifinality: The property of allowing or having the same effect or result from different events. Source: The Free 
Merriam-Webster Dictionary. Retrieved from: www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/equifinality	  
	  
128 GWP (2009). Lessons from Integrated Water Resources Management in Practice. Policy brief 9.  
Retrieved from: http://www.gwptoolbox.org/images/stories/gwplibrary/policy/pb_9_english.pdf 
	  
129 GWP (2009). See note 128.	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•  In the second step, the different attributes used by the different countries are first 
traded-off and then alternatives are ranked according to the composite goals 
(Figure 3) 
• The third step is based on the aggregation of the countries' different goals in order 
to obtain a consensus between them. 
 
 
Figure 3.2: Ranking alternative options by each country separately 
 
 
                   Figure 3.3: Compromising countries’ attributes for conflict resolution. 
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3.3.  Public participation130 
Public participation is a process where each contributor gains a better understanding of 
both the issue(s) and how other participants see the issue(s). It is an opportunity for 
participants to share their facts, experiences, knowledge, ideas, preferences, hopes, 
fears, opinions, and values. It is a process through which everyone's energy is combined 
to produce a better outcome. 
The "public" in public participation refers to physical persons and legal entities who 
have an interest in or will likely be affected, either positively or negatively, by a 
decision to be made.  
Public participation involves actors who have a stake in the issue; borrowing from 
economic jargon they are commonly referred to as stakeholders". 
Stakeholders articulate their concerns, interests, or investments in a particular issue or 
resource through interest groups and organizations that voice their needs and 
preferences to decisionmakers.  
The key success factor in an effective PP process is the apt identification and 
involvement of stakeholders. 
 
 3.3.a. Importance of Public Participation in IWRM from the sociological 
perspective  
People want to participate in major decisions that are important to them. Water-related 
issues such as groundwater, water quality or allocation, and streambank habitat 
management attract public involvement because people are directly affected. In 
addition, the normative goal of public participation is to provide a platform of 
legitimacy to decision making.   
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
130 Section 3.3 and 3.3.a. adapted entirely from Water Encyclopedia (2010). Retrieved from: 
http://www.waterencyclopedia.com/Po-Re/Public-Participation.html 
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Therefore, it is not a question of whether to have public participation but rather how to 
design a process that yields the most benefits. Some of the most important benefits 
ascribed to PP are listed in Box 3.2. 
Box 3.2. Benefits of an effective public participation process 
Source:  Water Encyclopedia (2010)131.      
• Public participation processes are opportunities for mutual education of everyone 
involved. 
• Decisionmakers, in a relatively short amount of time, often can get additional 
information, technical expertise, creativity, and social data about values, attitudes, 
and preferences regarding those individuals or groups who will be most impacted by 
their decisions. 
• Public participation may yield changes in behavior. The likelihood of people 
changing their behaviors increases when they are aware, informed, and self-
convinced that the change is needed. 
• Effective public participation provides venues where relationships get strengthened 
because communication barriers are ruptured, trust is built, and people learn how to 
functionally work together—all skills that will be critical in addressing future issues. 
• People accept or support decisions that they help make, even when the decisions are 
hard. 
• Taking part in effective public participation encourages civic and community 
responsibility in meaningful ways. 
For this to occur: 
• Channels for public participation need to be devised (the lack of PP can lead to 
frustration, polarization, and even rioting).  
• Public participation has to be genuine, i.e. not a:  
1. one-time event such as a public hearing  
2. privileged platform for decisionmakers to sell a predetermined plan or 
solution paying lip service to stakeholder concerns132).  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
131 
Water Encyclopedia(2010). See note 30. 
132 
Experience shows that in some public participation processes, decisionmakers partake with the public. Other times, they avail 
themselves of public participation in gaining consensus for the endorsement of their policies 
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Notes  
• Experience shows that RBO public participation processes are not very 
effective when they have been carried out as a one-way communication or 
are done behind closed doors or in an environment that promotes 
defensiveness, distrust, self-protection, or power-brokering.  
 
• Participation can stall processes, undermine development and impose heavy 
costs on participants if it is undertaken without clear objectives and 
timelines, informed stakeholders, and mechanisms for negotiation and 
conflict resolution associated with public participation are processes that are 
too little, too late, or too negative or unsafe to be constructive to anyone, 
either the participants or the decisionmakers (GWP, 2009)133. 
 
• The applied ways of public participation should conform to the social 
environment. A number of potential constraints to efficient public 
participation must be taken into account (UNECE, 2005)134.  
 
 
Table 3.1: Potential constraints to efficient public participation 
 Source: UNECE (2005) 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
133	  GWP Policy Brief 9 (2009). See note 128. 
	  
134 UNECE Background Paper on Public Participation in Transboundary Water Cooperation (2005). Retrieved from: 
www.unece.org/env/water/cwc/Info-pp/Backdoc_pp_e.pdf 
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• Furthermore, it needs to be recognized that not all kinds of public 
participation are equally feasible and/or desirable in a certain 
decisionmaking context. As such, the extent of public participation in 
planning of any activity can vary significantly (See Box 3. 3).   
 
As a rule of thumb:   
• the higher the level of public participation the more it is demanding in terms of  
time, resources, and flexibility; 
• public participation is constructive when all partaking listen to each other, make 
positive contributions, gain a deeper knowledge of the issue(s), and develop 
trust and respect for each other, even when there is disagreement.  For this to 
occur:  
 actors are called to leave their sectorial perspectives behind  for 
developing a shared perspective  (vision) through the process of  “social 
learning135”;  
 actors are called to embrace the willingness to take joint responsibilities 
and to learn their way in addressing the issues by avoiding stalemates of 
“equifinalities” which occur when each participant interprets the 
discussion result in ‘highly particular ways, without addressing the actual 
dilemmas(Warner, 2007)136. 
 
Boxes 3.3 and 3.4 juxtapose the IWRM Competent Authorities’ perspective on public 
participation with the stakeholder one. 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
135 Social learning theory focuses on the learning that occurs within a social context. It considers that people learn from one 
another, including such concepts as observational learning, imitation, and modeling. From notes on Ormond's  Human 
Learning (1999) ref:  Ormrod, J.E. (1999).  
 
136 See note n.117. 
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Box 3.3: The ‘Spectrum’ of public participation 
Source: An Author’s Perspective 
 
Participation is a catchword for democratizing decision-making processes and in doing 
so, making them legitimate in the eyes of the ‘public’. What is often overlooked, 
however, is that this ‘light’ of legitimacy, much like white light itself, is invisible to the 
human eye with the implication that it cannot be seen, let least understood unless it is 
sequenced into its spectrum of different colors and respective energy ‘frequencies.’  
Analogous to the whitelight spectrum, the PP spectrum spans from lower level energy 
colors (red, yellow) to higher level energy colors (blue, violet).  The ‘spectrum of PP ’ 
may be approximated as follows: 
 
    Figure 3.4: PP Spectrum137 
The fact is that among this spectrum of different colors, only those with higher 
frequencies   (blue or violet) carry sufficient energy to allow all stakeholders to 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
137  
Figure and Spectrum concept more in general developed by the phD candidate.  
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articulate their concerns and affect the outcomes of decision-making processes. Violet 
PP is an ideological extreme and as such unattainable but even blue PP schemes are 
virtually non-existent and instead replaced by ‘lower level’ colors where the public has 
no meaningful saying in decisionmaking, suggesting that PP as the ‘light of legitimacy’ 
not only is indeed invisible but doesn’t even exist in first place.  
 
The bulk of PP schemes in existence nowadays in RBOs are much more resembling a 
‘decision making board”-mirroring the power asymmetry in the management of water 
resources ’-than a platform for a genuine inclusion of all the river basin’s stakeholders. 
 
Reflections 
 Source: UNECE (2005)138 
 
Thus, in order to better understand PP in RBOs, it is necessary to distinguish between 
different levels of activism/inclusion. Three major different levels of PP may be 
identified: 
· Awareness: unidirectional information flow from the initiator to the public 
· Consultation: bidirectional information flows between the initiator and the public and 
possibility for the public to express their attitude towards the project 
· Participation: the initiator and the public are drawn in joint analysis and definition of 
the required actions; they are involved in decision- making through achieving consensus 
on the principal issues. 
 
Comments 
• Awareness: refers to situations when not actual public participation, but only 
simulation of participation takes place. The aim here is not to involve the citizens in 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
138 UNECE. (2005). Background Paper on Public Participation in Transboundary Water Cooperation.	  Retrieved from: 
www.unece.org/env/water/cwc/Info-pp/Backdoc_pp_e.pdf	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participation in the water management process, but to enable those who control the 
situation to “teach” or “convince” the citizens. The activity never results in real 
concordance of the interests and is often followed by conflicts. As a rule of thumb, 
substitution of aims with means, predetermination of all the decisions (lack of 
alternative options) and lack of feedback (ensued practical solutions) accompany the 
manipulation approaches. 
 
• Consultations: a synonym for “symbolic participation”. If the approaches 
corresponding to it are implemented to the full extent, the citizens have a real 
possibility to “listen” (to obtain information about the planned activity) and “be 
listened to” (to state their point of view). However, extent of impact which can be 
exerted by the public at these levels, is insufficient and the citizens cannot be sure 
that their points of view will be taken into consideration. The public has a right to 
suggest recommendations, but still has no chance to take actual part in decision-
making. 
 
• Participation: corresponds to the real participation of the citizenry in the planning 
process. Public participation can take forms of partnership that allows the citizens to 
conduct negotiations and achieve a compromise with those who are traditionally at 
the helm of the situation. The last option – the citizens which do not occupy official 
positions have the majority of voices required for a decision to be made(referendum 
style), or the entire scope of required credentials. 
 
As previously noted, most public participation programs do not cater for more than 
“symbolic participation”.  
 
Note: It needs to be emphasized that the level of PP ‘granted’ is very much contingent 
on the role of IWRM competent authorities, as will become apparent subsequently. 
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Box 3.4:  PAT (Participation, Accountability and Transparency): The water 
governance virtues triangle   
Source: Selected excerpts from: 
 Ker Rault & Jeffrey (2008)139; 
 Ker Rault (2009)140  
 
a) Revising Public participation: tuning forms of participation according to 
objectives 
 
Although participation is advocated to promote a consideration of stakeholders’ views 
on issues that affect them, little is known about their motivations for taking part in 
participative initiatives, and their preferred definition of, and role for, 
participationInvalid source specified..  
 
Public participation objectives may be viewed very differently, depending on the 
perspectives taken by the various actors on their respective roles in the deliberation 
process.  
 
Despite this element of ‘subjectivity’, at a minimum, PP can be defined as a process 
attempting to address the challenge of modern societal policy development: defining 
problems together.  
 
Seen through the lenses of a ‘problem defining’ process, public participation is neither 
consensual in terms of objectives and who its participants ought to be, nor can be 
viewed as a linear process applicable to any context (Ker Rault, 2009).  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
139	  Ker Rault, P., & Jeffrey, P. (2008). On the appropriateness of public participation in Integrated Water Resources Management: 
some grounded insights from the Levant. The Integrated Assessment Journal , 8 (2), 69-106. 
	  
140 Ker Rault, P.(2009). Reconsidering public participation and governance style in Integrated Water. Management: Moving 
towards pragmatic contextual participative strategy. In Jenny Pope (Ed.), IAIA Ghana Conference Proceeding (p.1-6). Fargo, USA: 
IAIA.	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Interpretations of the objectives of IWRM and the participatory practices that support 
them evolve as problems are being identified and as solutions are being developed. The 
wide range of different interpretations and expectations makes the implementation of PP 
in IWRM a ‘wicked’, inherently complex problemInvalid source specified..  
 
 As noted by Hall et al. (2007), PP can be characterized as a wicked process that in 
some circumstances is claimed to strengthen the public sphere (as cited in Ker Rault & 
Jeffrey, 2008).  
 
The wicked nature of this process entails that there is no single ‘correct’ PP scheme for 
any given context, suggesting that practitioners might fare better in developing river 
basin management plans by considering several different ‘colors’ of participation 
defined by attributes such as definition of challenges, stakeholders, solutions, 
evaluation, etc…) 
 
This understanding of PP as a ‘palette of colors’ (Ker Rault, 2009) is portrayed in figure 
3.5. 
 
 
Figure 3.5: Public Participation as a palette of colors (Ker Rault, 2009) 
 
Some colors carry more decisionmaking sharing ‘energy’ than others. In an attempt to 
understand the forces that determine the “Decision Making” sharing energy level of any 
PP scheme, the role of competent authorities (CA) needs to be explored.  
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b) The role of Competent Authorities in PP: a ladder of governance style 
 
The role of a CA and its culture of decisionmaking processes is a key consideration in 
understanding the scope of PP in IWRM in a given context (Ker Rault, 2009).  
 
Whether participation implies empowerment in the decision making process, 
communication exchange of different nature and of different objectives, the type of 
participation relies on the decision-making culture of the Competent Authority that can 
foster or inhibit a favorable context into which communication will flow and power will 
be shared  (Deleon 1995, Dobson 2003, Renn et al 1993, Sewel & O’Riordan 1976, van 
Ast & Boot 2003 as cited in Ker Rault, 2009). 
 
The proposed ladder of role of the CA in Figure 3.6 is an adaptation by Ker Raul & 
Jeffrey of  the “Interactive Ladder of Governance” from Pröpper & Steenbeek (1998).  
 
 
 
Figure 3.6: A Ladder of governance styles based on the role of the Competent Authority 
and objectives of public participation (Ker Rault, 2009) 
 
 
The perceived current role of the competent authority in all study areas is ‘authoritative 
informative’, or ‘closed consultative’ and this role is not selected as desirable for 
integrated water management. The desirable roles are ‘open consultative’ and 
‘cooperative constructive’, with enhanced sense for direct and bidirectional 
communication.  
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These consultative and cooperative styles are considered to enable integration in policy 
development while current governance of bureaucratic hierarchies are perceived to be 
lacking in internal and external communication. This is a major cause of water 
management inefficiency (Ker Rault, 2009). 
In order to redress this lack of integration between technical, environmental and social 
aspects, the information elicited corroborates suggestions made by Pahl- Wostl et al. 
(2007) that a change in decision-making culture is necessary to change the governance 
paradigm towards a more “participatory” oriented governance (as cited in Ker Rault, 
2009).  
The hurdles in involving stakeholders in an effective public participation process 
 
The hurdles in involving stakeholders in an effective public participation process are of 
three different origins: 
• Scarcity of accountability (do not want): autocratic decision- ‘DAD’ attitude, PP 
can challenge existing power structure; 
• Scarcity of organizational capacity (can not): lack of experience in PP, lack of 
team-work;  
•  Behavioral scarcity and poor communication: (i) lack of horizontal dialogue and 
cooperation between administrations resulting in poor shared planning; (ii) lack of 
vertical communication (top-down and bottom-up) and (iii) poor knowledge of who 
the interested parties are. 
 
In light of such issues, a CA may be reluctant to ‘grant’ a genuine PP process when: 
 
• there is lack of teamwork culture and capability of institutions, stakeholders and the 
public; 
• there is  lack of trust among actors;  
• the participation can be ‘hijacked’ (from dissidents) to gain political visibility and to 
undermine efforts in gathering societal actors for addressing water scarcity; 
• the stakeholders  and  the public in general  are perceived as having a ‘we need 
attitude’ instead of a ‘we can do attitude’, which prevent involvement; 
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• the potential stakeholders are regarded as not listening to each other and as lacking 
in professionalism.   
 
All these and other considerations may lead the CA to exclude potential stakeholders 
from participatory opportunities and to de facto maintain an authoritative rather 
cooperative role.  
 
Although in Ker Raul’s work these issues are presented as being relevant only for the 
countries he has examined, professional experience shows that they may account for the 
inhibition of the full potential of public participation in IWRM almost anywhere.  
For the water governance to tend towards a democratic style process capable of 
integrating the  different water systems and interests, stakeholder participation, 
accountable decision-makers and transparent decision-making process are needed.  
 
These three elements form the basis of the PAT water governance model (Figure 3.7).  
 
Figure 3.7: The TAP Water governance model (Ker Rault, 2009) 
	  	  
3.4. River basin management Public Participation in relation to EU WFD and 
Aarhus Convention’s provisions.  
 
In this section, the specific role of public participation as enshrined in the EU WFD and 
Aarhus Convention as well as the obligations that river basin competent authorities 
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(CA) designated by states have to meet is examined. A selection of excerpts from 
official EU and UNECE documents is used to this end. 141  
3.4.a.  Legislation framework  
Public participation plays a key role in the Water Framework Directive.   
The box below reproduces the most relevant parts of the Directive’s official text, in 
which Article 14 plays a leading role. 
 
Box 3.5: EU FWD official text excerpts 
Source: CSI Guidance Document No. 8 (2003)142 
 
Preamble 14 
 
 (14) The success of this Directive relies on close cooperation and coherent action at 
Community, Member State and local level as well as on information, consultation and 
involvement of the public, including users. 
 
Preamble 46 
 
(46) To ensure the participation of the general public including users of water in the 
establishment and updating of river basin management plans, it is necessary to provide 
proper information of planned measures and to report on progress with their 
implementation with a view to the involvement of the general public before final 
decisions on the necessary measures  are adopted. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
141 Dissertation guiding note: throughout section 3.3 the content in italic, bold and underlined denotes the views of the PhD 
candidate. 
142 CIS Guidance Document No 8. Public Participation in Relation to the Water Framework Directive (2003). Produced by 
Working Group 2.9 – Public Participation. Retrieved from: www.wrrl-info.de/docs/Guidance_doc_11_Planning_Proces_klein.pdf	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Article 14 
Public information and consultation 
1. Member States shall encourage the active involvement of all interested parties in the 
implementation of this Directive, in particular in the production, review and 
updating of the riverbasin management plans.  
 
2. Member States shall ensure that, for each river basin district, they publish and make 
available for comments to the public, including users: 
-a timetable and work programme for the production of the plan, including a  
statement of the consultation measures to be taken, at least three years before the  
beginning of the period to which the plan refers; 
-an interim overview of the significant water management issues identified in the  
river basin, at least two years before the beginning of the period to which the plan  
refers; 
-draft copies of the river basin management plan, at least one year before the  
beginning of the period to which the plan refers. On request, access shall be given  
to background documents and information used for the development of the draft  
river basin management plan. 
 
3.Member States shall allow at least six months to comment in writing on those 
documents in order to allow active involvement and consultation. 
 
4. Paragraphs 1 and 2 shall apply equally to updated river basin management plans. 
 
ANNEX VII 
RIVER BASIN MANAGEMENT PLANS 
A river basin management plans shall cover the following elements: 
… 
(9)  Summary of the public information and consultation measures taken, their results 
and the changes to the plan made as a consequence; 
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(11) The contact points and procedures for obtaining the background documentation and 
information referred to in Article 14(1), and in particular details of the control measures 
adopted in accordance with Article 11(3)(g) and 11(3)(i) and of the actual monitoring 
data gathered in accordance with Article 8 and Annex V. 
3.4.b. Public Participation: soliciting stakeholders to become partners in water 
management 
In other words, the purpose of the participatory requirements of Article 14 is to support 
the effective implementation of the Directive. Public participation is a means to 
improve (planning) decision-making. It is not an objective in itself. Public 
participation helps to provide the rationale, framework, outcomes and validity of 
(planning) decision-making143 (process). ……….Art 14 prescribes three main forms of 
public participation (PP): 
 Active Involvement in all aspects of the implementation of the Directive, 
especially –but not limited to – the planning process; 
 Consultation in three steps of the planning process; 
 Access to background information. 
of which  the latter  two are to be ensured, while the first should be encouraged144.  
 
 
Figure 3.8: Public Participation modes according to the EU FWD (CSI, 2003) 
 
The underlining idea is that river basin management, and in particular….. the 
production, review and updating of the River Basin Management Plans…. can 
accrue key potential benefits from public participation (which are not mutually 
exclusive): 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
143 Source: CIS Guidance Document No. 8 (2003). See note 142. 
144 Source: CIS Guidance Document No. 8 (2003). See note 142. 
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 Increasing public awareness of environmental issues as well as the 
environmental situation in the related river basin district and local catchment; 
 Making use of knowledge, experience and initiatives of the different 
stakeholders and thus improving the quality of plans, measures and river basin 
management; 
 Public acceptance, commitment and support with regard to decision taking 
processes; 
 More transparent and more creative decision making; 
 Less litigation, misunderstandings, fewer delays and more effective 
implementation; 
 Social learning and experience–if participation results in constructive dialogue 
with all relevant parties involved then the various publics, government and 
experts can learn from each other’s “water awareness”. 
 
The overall expectation is that through participation, long term, widely acceptable 
solutions for river basin planning can be arrived at. This can avoid potential conflicts, 
problems of management and costs in the long term (CSI, 2003). 
 
Note 
All the above needs to be viewed within the framework of the Directive,  which 
specifically prescribes that …the member state – and in practice most likely the 
appointed competent authority – is the final responsible body for achieving the 
objectives of the Directive… In other words, only the member state (competent 
authority) can decide whether it will stay in charge of final decisions or share its 
responsibility with stakeholders (CSI , 2003) 
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3.4.c. Competent Authorities in the EU WFD 145 - 146 
According to the EU WFD, Member States “should (assign) to (RBD) Competent 
Authorities (CA) a series of functional tasks in order to be sure that the designated 
authorities are able to make the WFD work. These functions according to WFD are the 
following: 
• Planning and implementing (Article 13 and related articles) 
• Monitoring, (Article 8) 
• Ensuring public participation processes (Article 14) 
• Reporting (Article 15) 
•  Penalties (Article 23) 
 
Also the authorities must manage all kinds of ecosystems affected by the WFD (Article 
1): 
• Aquatic ecosystems (including surface, coastal and ground waters) 
• Terrestrial ecosystems directly depending on the aquatic ecosystems”  
• Wetlands directly depending on the aquatic ecosystems. 
Box 3.6: The EU FWD Integration Goals  
Source: CSI (2003) 
 
The ‘essence’ of the Water Framework Directive is the concept of integration, seen as 
key to the management of water protection within the river basin district: 
 
1. Integration of environmental objectives, combining quality, ecological and 
quantity objectives for protecting highly valuable aquatic ecosystems and ensuring a 
general good status of other waters; 
2.  Integration of all water resources, combining fresh surface water and 
groundwater bodies, wetlands, coastal water resources at the river basin scale; 
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 For more info on competent authorities, see Box 2.11. 
 
146 
Source: Commission Staff Working Document Accompanying document to the Communication from the Commission to the 
European Parliament and the Council ‘Towards Sustainable Water Management in the European Union’ First stage in the 
implementation of the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC [COM(2007) 128 final][SEC(2007) 363].  
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3. Integration of all water uses, functions and values into a common policy 
framework, i.e. investigating water for the environment, water for health and human 
consumption, water for economic sectors, transport, leisure, water as a social good; 
4. Integration of disciplines, analyses and expertise, combining hydrology, 
hydraulics, ecology, chemistry, soil sciences, technology engineering and 
economics to assess current pressures and impacts on water resources and identify 
measures for achieving the environmental objectives of the Directive in the most 
cost-effective manner; 
5.  Integration of water legislation into a common and coherent framework. The 
requirements of some old water legislation (e.g. the Fish water Directive) have been 
reformulated in the WFD to meet modern ecological thinking. After a transitional 
period, these old Directives will be repealed. Other pieces of legislation (e.g. the 
Nitrates Directive and the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive) must be co-
ordinated in river basin management plans where they form the basis of the 
programmes of measures. 
6.  Integration of all significant management and ecological aspects relevant to 
sustainable river basin planning including those which are beyond the scope of the 
WFD such as flood protection and prevention; 
7. Integration of a wide range of measures, including pricing and economic and 
financial instruments, in a common management approach for achieving the 
environmental objectives of the Directive. Programmes of measures are defined in 
River Basin Management Plans developed for each river basin district; 
8.  Integration of stakeholders and the civil society in decision making, by 
promoting transparency and information to the public, and by offering an unique 
opportunity for involving stakeholders in the development of river basin 
management plans; 
9.  Integration of different decision-making levels that influence water resources 
and water status, be local, regional or national, for an effective management of all 
waters;  
10. Integration of water management from different Member States, for river 
basins shared by several countries, existing and/or future Member States of the E.U. 
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Box 3.7:  The EU FWD Guidelines for the two main forms of public participation 
and access to information 
Source: CSI (2003) 
Active involvement. Although “active involvement” has not been defined in the 
Directive, it implies that stakeholders are invited to contribute actively to the process 
and thus play a role in advising the competent authorities. 
 
Consultation aims at learning from comments, perceptions, experiences and ideas of 
stakeholders. Unlike active involvement, consultation is only possible after completion 
of draft plans and other documents, and during the preparation of these documents. 
Moreover, it is a less intensive form of public participation. Yet, whereas active 
involvement often is necessarily somewhat selective, consultation allows everybody 
who is interested to become involved in decision-making. It is a useful complement to 
active involvement and can function as a kind of check on active involvement, to see if 
all interests, points of views were represented. 
 
Access to information and to background documents covers two aspects: 
1. Sufficient “Information supply” in the different implementation steps. Sufficient  
refers to: 
-The different stakeholders and the public; 
-The kind of information (progress in the planning process, results and outcome of  
-analysis, proposed measures and plans, arguments in decision making); 
-The way information is being provided (in a understandable and easy way, with  
e.g. announcements where to find information if required). For the public in  
general, the Internet, brochures and television spots are useful means. The  
organized stakeholders will most probably get all the relevant information in the  
steering groups or committees established. 
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2 Access to background documents and information…..As a minimum the 
background documents should include all the documents that are summarized in the 
river basin management plan. 
	  
3.4.c.1. The involvement of PP in the making of Water River Basin Management 
Plan 
 
The spiral diagram of Figure 3.9 summarizes and marks the stages, time horizon and 
modalities of PP involvement in the making of River Basin Management Plans. To this 
end, the EU WFD requires RBD authorities to provide stakeholders and the general 
public with the following147: 
 
• A time plan and working program for the planning process 
1. three years ahead of  the settling of a management plan (first edition due to 
2009); 
2. four years before introducing price policies base on the principle of  “full 
cost recovery”( first edition due on 2010);  
 
• an updated review of major issues in water management plan two years in 
advance; 
 
• copy of draft plan one year in advance. 
 
The above items reflect the Directive’s recognition of the fact that “..improved access  
to information and public participation , contribute to the public awareness  ... give 
public the opportunity to express its concerns and enable public authorities to take in 
due  account such concerns…” (UNECE, 1998). 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
147 EU Directives 2003/4/EG and 2003/35/EG were specifically enacted for fostering public participation.	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   Figure 3.9: River Basin Management Planning Process 
    Source: Adapted148 from CIS (2003)  
 
3.4.c.2.  Identifying the stakeholders  
The Directive is prescriptive in the sense that at least stakeholders (i.e. interested 
parties) should be involved when dealing with active involvement and also the public 
when dealing with consultation. Background information should be available at any 
time for anyone. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
148 The ‘2010 Pricing policies’ rectangle and oval were added to the original diagram 
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For practical reasons it is impossible to actively involve all potential stakeholders on all 
issues. A selection will have to be made. This selection can be based on the following 
factors: 
• The relation of the stakeholder to the water management issues concerned; 
• The scale and context at which they usually act, who they represent; 
• Their involvement, being governor/user/victim/stakeholder; expert and executer of 
measures; 
• Their capacity for engagement;  
• The political, social, "environmental" context. 
 
Different stakeholders can make different contributions. Some stakeholders can 
contribute primarily by means of their ideas and the information they possess. Others 
may have more direct interests such as land or property that may be directly affected. In 
many cases organizations can represent the individual stakeholders. For every phase of 
the project the role of the different stakeholders should be reviewed. Some will be more 
affected by others, represent a larger party, be more active, or have more (financial) 
resources or knowledge (CSI, 2003). 
 
Box 3.8: A typology of possible river basin management stakeholders 
 Source: CSI (2003) 
 
 Professionals – public and private sector organizations, professional voluntary 
groups and professional NGOs (social, economic and environmental). This also 
includes statutory agencies, conservation groups, business, industry, insurance 
groups and academia. 
 Authorities, elected people - government departments, statutory agencies, 
municipalities, local authorities 
 Local Groups- non-professional organized entities operating at a local level. It 
usefully breaks down into: 
-Communities centered on place – attachment centred on place, which includes  
groups like residents associations and local councils. 
-Communities centered on interest – e.g. farmers’ groups, fishermen,  
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birdwatchers. 
 
 Individual citizens, farmers and companies representing themselves. Key 
individual landowners for example or local individual residents.  
 
Box 3.9. IWRMP: Actors and Stakeholders 
Source: CSI (2003) 
 
Repartition of RBM actors 
• decision maker: stakeholders which decide about the project; 
• user: stakeholders which use the result or are affected by it; 
• implementer/executive: the stakeholders that have to implement the results or new 
policy; 
• expert / supplier: stakeholders which put information, expertise or means at the 
disposal of the project. 
 
Repartition of stakeholders based on their degree of involvement in RBM planning 
 co-operating/co-working: the stakeholders that will actually participate in and 
contribute actively to the process (i.e. active involvement); 
 co-thinking: the stakeholders who can provide valuable  input with respect to 
content, it is a source of knowledge like experts (i.e. consultation); 
  co-knowing: the stakeholders which do not play an active role in the process but 
should be informed of its progress (i.e. information supply). 
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Figure 3.10: Different degrees of involvement in RBM for different actors   
(CSI, 2003) 
 
 
Box 3.10. Interaction and Communication tools for RBD Competent Authorities   
Source: CSI (2003) 
The interaction and communication with the environment can be designed in several 
concrete forms.  Suggesting that: 
• Co- operating: asks for interactive media, such as working meetings, etc. 
• Co-thinking: asks for “tapping” means, like interviews, discussion groups. 
• Co-knowing: asks for advising media, like presentations, articles, factsheets. 
 
Figure 3.11 may provide RBD CA inspiration for interacting and communicating with 
stakeholders in pursuing RBMP.   
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Figure 3.11: Stain chart for forms of interaction and communication (CSI, 2003) 
 
Box 3.11. Developing a Learning Approach to Public Participation: A key to 
IWRMP success 
Source: CSI (2003) 
 
The future (cycles of IWRMP) will … require a more inter-sectoral approach and a 
broader view on water management, crossing established boundaries and watersheds. 
 
The starting point for embarking on a participatory approach is a commitment at 
political level. This commitment has to be based on an understanding and 
awareness149 of the new obligations and why active involvement is not only beneficial 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
149
 In this regard, political representatives need to be aware of the following: 
• The aims of public participation in relation to the development and implementation of the directive; 
• The nature of participation, its implications and whether it compliments or replaces previous practices; 
•  The potential of stakeholders’ contribution to water management; 
• The need for political commitment to the process and the outcome; 
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but also necessary in order to deliver the anticipated water quality objectives as a 
significant part of promoting sustainable development. 
 
A willingness to improve trust, transparency and a positive attitude to the process of 
implementing the Directive in conjunction with other stakeholders and members of the 
public is essential for success.  
 
Each can learn much from the others. A learning approach means that competent 
authorities and other stakeholders collectively take responsibility for creating the 
necessary conditions so that public participation becomes a way of learning about each 
other’s perspectives, views and knowledge, thereby providing the basis for negotiation 
between stakeholders about how best to implement the Directive. 
 
Hereby are illustrated some of the factors….that may be useful…. to be aware of for 
assessing and informing … current practices and providing a basis for developing new 
approaches to public participation in the future.  
 
These factors can be grouped under the headings ‘context’, ‘process’ and ‘content’. 
Each is explained in turn. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
•  The role and timing of formal decision-making in the process and hence the particular contribution of political 
representatives; 
• Means to reach beyond organizations and institutions to individual citizens; 
• Possible consequences of the process. For example will changes in water pricing be more or less acceptable as a result of 
public participation in the decision-making process? 
• Water management is no longer the sole responsibility of government authorities. 
• Network organizations are needed in which government organizations work together with NGO’s, business enterprises, 
interest groups, and experts (universities); 
•   The commitment from the politicians needs to be transformed into concrete resource allocation ensuring sufficient   
  staff, budget, mandate, ambitious public participation objectives and internal training 
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Figure 3.12: Factors influencing the public participation process grouped in three main 
groups (CSI, 2003) 
 
• Context factors: Context refers to the existing conditions or circumstances in 
which the approach to public participation is being developed, since there will 
always be a ‘history’ of environmental management before the implementation of 
the Directive. 
• Process factors: ‘Process’ refers to the ways in which stakeholders participate in 
the implementation of the directive. This is not limited just to the ‘delivery’ of the 
directive, but includes the process in which stakeholders engage with each other to 
negotiate on issues of concern, possible actions and to determine how 
implementation can be best achieved. Experience has often shown that the quality of 
the process determines whether wider support for actions and measures is 
forthcoming. The quality of the process is dependent on the principles which inform 
its design. It cannot be overstated that trust and transparency are fundamental to 
mobilizing stakeholders to engage with each other and to take on shared 
responsibility beyond their own immediate interests. The difference between being 
partners in water management and opponents often rests on a lack of trust, suspicion 
of hidden agendas and lack of a co-operative climate for creative solutions. 
• Content: Many of the factors relating to content are closely linked to the design of 
the process to the extent that many experienced practitioners of public participation 
often pay more attention to getting the process ‘right’ in the knowledge than the 
‘content’, as the latter tends to trickle down naturally….It is impossible to be 
specific about the content of participatory processes. Even so, it is likely that the 
following factors will be important at some stage in the process: 
2 Valuing diversity of knowledge; 
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3 Evidence, proof and uncertainty; 
4 Reporting and communication. 
 
3.5. Adopting IWRM: Implications for Public and Private Entities 
 
The adoption of IWRM calls for an effective integration of a basin’s waters with land 
uses and socioeconomic development goals, which in turn require apt changes in the 
institutional setting and in actors' (citizen, water users, decisionmakers) levels of 
involvement. 
 
3.5.a. On the need for recasting the institutional setting of national water 
institutions in adopting IWRM 150-151 
 
The way in which water resources are managed is very much reflected in a country’s 
priorities (including environmental standards) and governance approaches (regime)152.  
 
It goes without saying that water resources management issues in any river basin are 
dealt by national organizations par excellence. Traditionally, these entities cope with 
general government administrative structures, although there are examples of basin 
scale organizations as well.  
 
They provide a mechanism for ensuring that land use and needs are reflected in water 
management – and vice versa.  Water organizations may also play a role in consensus 
building, facilitation and conflict management. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
150 Selected excerpts from: GWP Handbook for developing IWRM and water efficient strategies (2004). Retrieved from: 
www.un.org/esa/sustdev/csd/csd13/documents/bground_5.pdf 
151	  Guiding note: In section 3.5, the content in italic denotes the statements/additions of the PhD candidate. 
 
152	  For a background on the “institutional setting” , see Box 1.14. 
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Governance in a broader context relates to the social, economic, administrative and 
political system, which determines to a large extent (a state's) ability to put IWRM into 
practice.  
 
The latter places novel demands on state policymakers, operators and water users; it is 
also calling for a significant makeover of traditional water governance structures.   
 
Water governance models must fit the prevailing social, economic and cultural 
particularities of the context at hand and be accountable, efficient and responsive.  
 
To this end, the IWRM regime includes both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ components: 
• the infrastructure needed to harness water for productive use and protect from 
droughts and floods and the institutions ; 
• management interventions needed to ensure its efficient use, mediate between 
competing users and uses, and safeguard the resource and the ecosystems that 
depend on it.  
 
It stresses a water governance system which allows the participation of all stakeholders 
(government, civil society, and the private sector) in addressing the principal water 
management challenges that each basin is confronted with. These challenges include 
pollution, urban development, scarcity, floods, intersectoral conflicts and many others. 
 
Experience shows that as countries begin adopting IWRM regime they are confronted 
with the need to revamp their water management institutions to accommodate the so 
called “second-order tasks”, a set of ‘concrete’ actions and activities for: 
 
• water planning and water management; 
•  translation of water policy into legislation; 
• integrating economics into water planning and policy; 
• public participation, negotiation of conflicts, awareness raising. 
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In addition, in the case of countries that are signatories to transborder water 
agreements, the “institutional makeover” of water management entities needs to match 
and meet the provisions spelled out in such agreements.  
 
From this perspective, it can safely be said that key second-order tasks such as service 
and infrastructure planning, system and resource modeling, institutional development 
and/or reform, financing, policy and law making, conflict resolution, stakeholder 
relations, public awareness, capacity building and knowledge sharing are becoming 
increasingly important. 
 
In other words, achieving sustainable water resources management and effective 
delivery of water services depends on the broader governance system within a country, 
in general, and on   how the so called second-order tasks are addressed in particular. 
 
Box 3.12: On reforming the institutional setting of water organizations 
Source: GWP (2004)153  
In reforming the institutional setting of water organization for improving  efficiency in 
governance and increasing equity at local levels,  an assessment of existing institutional 
systems should be carried out first to understand who does what for whom, and to 
whom they are accountable.  
 
An institutional assessment should identify, for example, conflicting laws, duplication 
or lack of clarity of mandates for different organizations and jurisdiction of different 
tiers of authority – local, sub--regional, national and, increasingly, international.  
 
Reform is a dynamic, iterative process and the only certainty is change itself.  
 
A key element (in reform) is access to information. Frequently, information is only 
available to a selected group of experts or officials. 
 
Experience shows that in devising the governance’s “second-order tasks”, the more 
thorny issues are the following: 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
153 Source: selected excerpts from: GWP Handbook for developing IWRM and water efficient strategies (2007). See note 25. 
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• to  make evident  the distinction  between the roles of resource management 
(government responsibility) from  the roles service provision (public or privately 
operated utilities)  
• the regulation of service providers, both public and private, is a key element and 
regulators must be independent and strong  
• including vested interests and special interest groups in debates  while avoiding 
decision-makers being ‘captured’ by special interest groups. 
 
Last but not least, determining what to reform and the sequence that reforms should take 
are critical to the success of the reform process.  
 
3.5.b. Adopting IWRM: Implications for the private sector (in particular service 
providing organizations and civil society organizations)  
GWP (2007)154  
 
The nature of water management with its myriad of potential uses and users raises 
complex management issues that are fundamentally “locally based”.  
 
The form and role of water organizations in a given country is highly correlated to its 
historical and social contexts, while the purpose and effectiveness of these organizations 
is conditioned by their policy and legislative framework. 
 
The functions of water organizations span across a wide spectrum, ranging from water 
allocation, resource management and planning to education of basin communities, 
development of natural resources management strategies and programs of remediation 
of degraded lands and waterways.  
 
National water organizations may vary greatly in their structure and typology as well.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
154 Source: selected excerpts from GWP IWRM Toolbox (2007).See note 25.	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They could be state companies, where the government agencies operate within 
nationally defined “boundaries”, others are variations as quasi-governmental 
commissions or non-governmental basin councils.  
 
There are cases in which water authorities allocate water to users, and others in which 
they do not. The majority of water organizations are also responsible for water quality. 
Some operate dams, reservoirs and other physical facilities155. 
 
Building on the conceptual frames outlined in Box 1.14; 1.15; 1.16 and 2.14, which 
shed light on the role of the main “institutional”  actors (Transborder organizations,  
National Apex bodies ,Regulatory bodies and enforcement agencies, Local authorities), 
hereafter are singled  out the  two  “private” actors  of  main   concern to any water 
organization:  
• services providers 
• civil society  
 
 
3.5.b.1 Service providers  
Service providers range from government departments and municipalities, public 
corporations, and private sector companies to community-based organizations, and 
farmers’ groups.  
 
They are the providers of water to rural and urban communities for irrigation and water 
supply including drinking, industrial uses, etc. They may also provide sanitation, 
treatment, and pollution control services.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
155 According to GWP investigation reported in “TOOLBOX” (2007): 
• Varying opinions exist about the most effective scale of application: the success of a water organization may depend on 
such things as, the level of human and institutional capacity of the civil society, the degree to which water resources are 
developed, and climatic variability (arid versus temperate river basins, for example).  
• Experience has varied dramatically in the ability of these organizations to contribute to an effective IWRM. As a rule of 
thumb, it can be stated that successful RBOs are supported by water organizations and civil society organizations  which 
have an ability to establish trusted technical competencies and are focused on serious recurrent problems such as 
flooding or drought or supply shortages, and the provision of solutions acceptable to all stakeholders; 
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In some case, service providers may be natural resource management agencies which 
provide nature conservation or agencies providing reduction of vulnerability to natural 
hazards such as floods. Service providers may also be required to preserve hydrological 
balances and ensure resource sustainability. 
 
The legal framework for service providers is set out in water legislation, which covers 
issues such as responsibilities and requirements.  National policies determine the roles 
and responsibilities of the various levels of service provision and the way in which they 
can be used to develop an integrated cross-sectoral approach and such policies will be 
enforced through the appropriate regulatory bodies.  
 
Organizations with water supply, sewerage, treatment and reuse functions are 
increasingly driven by the need to make efficiency gains: to do more with less water, to 
eliminate subsidies, incorporate externalities and minimize impacts, to recover costs of 
operation, maintenance and replacement of water and wastewater systems, and to 
transfer the cost of supply and treatment from the provider (usually government) to the 
consumer (citizens, private companies other government organizations and users)156. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
156 Source: According to GWP investigation reported in “TOOLBOX” (2007), the structure of service providers is linked to the 
socio economic and political structures of the society. 
• Efficient and equitable service delivery is more straightforward in a system of well- defined property rights and 
obligations for water for all uses. 
• The technical tools for ensuring good service provision include: 
1. Systems of water pricing related to volume and timing, for all applications; 
2. Periodic audits of the activities of the private and public sector regarding water resources management; 
3. Transparent use of economic instruments; 
•  
• The types of institutions involved in water resources management: 
1. Management systems which secure best practice use and reuse of water resources while minimizing off-site, 
groundwater, and downstream impacts on freshwater ecosystem services; 
2. Technical innovations can include increased efficiency in storage, conveyance and distribution of water and 
techniques for waste minimization; 
3. Effective regulation and clear government policies    
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3.5.b.2. Civil society institutions and community based organizations 
Civil Society Institutions (CSIs), Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs) and 
Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) can play an important role in developing and 
communicating integrated water resource management policies. 
 
There is a large variety of players under this banner – from local informal to more 
formalized community based organizations and NGOs.  
 
These organizations complement government activities and are involved in local level 
development, advocacy, and social mobilization.  
 
They are important players and apart from their development work often provide a 
voice for the poor and marginal groups.157 However they are not and should not be 
taken as a substitute for government and government should not abdicate its 
responsibility. 
 
CBOs can play an important role in the management of local water resources, for 
example in the establishment of rainwater harvesting programs, local water supply and 
sanitation or the management of fishery resources.  
 
They have shown considerable ability to advocate on behalf of nature and 
environmental protection. Also, they support an increase of awareness of the need for 
sustainable water management and mobilize local communities to get involved. 
Box 3.13. On the Civil society institutions and CBOs contributions to the water 
organizations work 
Source: GWP Toolbox (2007) 
 
According to GWP’s investigation, experience shows that:  
• Collaboration between service providers and CBOs can strengthen community 
ownership’ and build water management capacity at local level. 
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  Note: There has been a proliferation of civil society and non-governmental organizations that, however well-meaning, are often 
non-accountable and may operate from a narrow self-interest with no responsibility for the consequences of their actions.  
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• working linkages between CBOs and local government provide a strong structure, 
allowing local water management issues to be scaled up and it strengthening local 
regulatory capacity. 
 
In water resources management: 
I. Micro-planning and resource mapping are useful instruments at CBO level and these 
kind of activities can create a portfolio of activities that justifies the existence of a 
permanent local organization; 
II. Civil society organizations representing either professional categories or interest 
groups are most effective in societies where there is a commitment to participation 
and consultation; 
III. There is a danger that unless CBOs are well structured they may be taken over by 
narrow and stronger interest groups. 
 
 
3.6. Public Participation and River Basin Management Regime  
Adapted from Warner (2007)158 
 
The importance of IWRM at the catchment level is now almost a truism in water 
policies circles. According to Franks (2004), the underlining idea is that water is so 
fundamental to life that we should live our life in harmony with its natural boundaries 
(as cited in Warner, 2007) as if to say, ‘Nature above politics’.  
 
As a speculative guess, one has to allow for the fact that the adoption of a hydro-
physical perspective does not necessarily result in the best social outcome for a basin as 
a whole, given the differing roles that so called “Competent Water Authorities” may 
play in each country and the existing power differences among stakeholders159  (See Box 
3.14).  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
158 Guiding note: In section 3.6, the content in italic denotes the statements/additions of the PhD candidate. 
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 This statement was construed by merging the arguments expressed by  Ker Rault & Jeffrey, 2008; Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007    
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In this regard, it needs to be stressed that the “reification of “natural” boundaries, the 
emphasis on “neutral” planning and participation, the search for optimal management 
strategies”(Warner, 2007) often tends to eclipse the political dimension that an 
“equitable and sustainable” river basin water management necessarily implies (See Box 
3.14).  
  
This is even more so at an international level (in transborder river basins), which are 
politically more ‘sensitive as a result of their direct bearing on state sovereignty 
concerns.  
 
Despite these plausible objections, the ‘basin focus’ remains an indisputable cornerstone 
of the “holy trinity” of water governance ideals160 (Warner et al., 2008 as cited in Cohen 
& Davidson, 2011161) and is duly reflected in the EU WFD, which mandates EU 
Member States to devise appropriate River Basin Districts (RBDs), cooperate in the 
management of International River Basin Districts (IRBDs) and, whenever the case, to 
cooperate with co-basin non EU Member States. 
 
In defining the appropriate IRDB institutional body co-basin states are confronted with 
the thorny issue of sovereignty (as seen in Box 2.2).   
 
Experience shows that devolving power to lower-level actors (possibly in accordance 
with the principle of subsidiarity) is a challenging pursuit for most states per se. 
Delegating power to “transnational and international” actors proves to be even more 
challenging. 
 
“In water management many issues can easily be decided: they are straightforward and 
the evidence for and against it tidy, and people are clear on what they want. Not all 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
160	  Trinity consisting of IWRM with stakeholder participation and river basin as the defining unit.	  
161 Cohen, A.,Davidson, S.(2011). An examination of the watershed approach: challenges, antecedents, and the transition from 
technical tool to governance unit. Water Alternatives 4, (1), 1-14. 
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water issues are straightforward exactly because of the different social values people 
attach to them , not least in light of (water)’s irreplaceability” (Warner, 2007).  
 
As such, the successful tackling of “water management challenges in physically defined 
units require a transition towards an open public-sphere and adaptive management of 
decision maker and policy implementer” (Ker Rault, 2009) as well as political 
commitment (GWP, 2007), something that  “Track Two diplomacy” is  most conducive 
to.   
 
 “Track Two diplomacy” is therefore required to devise and implement a governance 
regime capable of reducing the “differences between challenges and coping capacity” 
(Warner, 2007). 
 
As in other contexts, “Track Two diplomacy162” has proved to be very effective in the 
field of transborder management in conjuring up, devising and implementing apt 
International Conventions163. Similarly, it played a major role in the establishment of 
international river basin management cooperation regimes, the latter often taking the 
form of mutually agreed codes of conduct which limit themselves to regulating the 
decision making process, and as such, harness greater potential of reaching unanimous 
consent among all the parties of interest. 
 
Box 3.14. On River Basin Management De-politicization  
Source: selected excerpts from Wester & Warner (2002)164 
“Integrated river basin management and stakeholder participation are twin planks of a 
new consensus on how water should be managed. The assumptions on scale, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
162 See note 122. 
 
163	  This was the case of the “Water Conventions”, covered in Chapter 2. 
164 Wester, P., & Warner, J. (2002). River basin management reconsidered.  In A.Turton,R. Henwood (Eds.), Hydropolitics in the 
developing world: A Southern African Perspective (Ch.4). Pretoria: African Water Issues Research Unit.                                                     
The article is shedding interesting light on the eclipsed issues of “public participation” in IWRM.   
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boundaries, appropriate institutions and procedures underlying this new model are, 
however, not as self-evident as they seem. Rather, they are the outcome of socio-
political choices. By presenting these choices as natural, the dominant water discourse 
works to ‘depoliticize’ important issues of scale and voice, making them seem as 
unavoidable, implying that ‘there is ‘no other away’.  
 
Alike all other policy spheres involving choices, water management is therefore 
frequently a politically contested issue: a contest with unpredictable and unstable 
outcomes and diverging pathways to alternative futures (see Mehta 2000; Mollinga 
2001; Mosse 1997).  As a plethora of choice and controversy can be frustrating for 
decision makers, it is attractive for those in charge to present an outcome as 
unavoidable, that is, to posit a point of no return. This very powerful speech form could 
be called a ‘move for closure’ of the political issue. It is suggested that such a process 
may be a work in river basin management and that such process is being astutely driven 
by the interests of a series of different power groups.  
 
a) River basin management as a “legitimate depoliticizing discourse” 
The rationale for river basin management most frequently stressed in water policy 
circles is that nature prescribes, or even mandates river basins as the management units 
for water, thus leaving no choice.  
 
A major problem with river basin management is that its political dimension has been 
neglected, through the reification of ‘natural’ boundaries, the emphasis on ‘neutral’ 
planning and participation and the search for optimal management strategies (‘win-win’ 
solutions). 
 
From a political science perspective, it becomes apparent that, at heart, the delineation 
and maintenance of boundaries, the mobilization of interests and stakeholder 
representation, and the creation of basin-level decision-making arrangements are 
quintessentially political processes that revolve around matters of choice. To grasp why 
these insights have not received more attention in river basin management, it is 
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necessary to consider how the dominant water discourse exerts a strong ‘depoliticizing’ 
effect. 
 
While politicization of an issue questions the status quo, presents alternatives and 
involves conflict, often a drawn-out process, de-politicization presents an outcome as 
unavoidable, uncontroversial, beyond freedom of choice and as such not political. 
 
Famously, Margaret Thatcher was fond of seeking to depoliticize an issue by claiming 
that “There Is No Alternative” (TINA). De/politicization is therefore an attractive 
option to those who seek to neutralize opposition, opposition that might present 
persuasive alternatives to the preferred approach. In this regard, it needs to be noted that 
it has become conventional to cite water scarcity as the largest threat facing humanity in 
the 21st century. By creating a sense of urgency, the water scarcity discourse serves to 
justify a new series of water reforms and to galvanize support for these reforms. To 
make the transition to sustainable water management, the dominant water discourse 
emphasizes a series of policy prescriptions, founded on the necessity to institute a river 
basin approach. Although it is widely argued that existing institutional arrangements for 
water management are inappropriate and a major constraint for achieving sustainable 
water management, it is necessary to question whether the reforms currently in vogue 
will lead to significant improvements.  
 
Emerging research results suggest that irrigation management transfer, the creation of 
water markets and new forums for river basin management, as well as the privatization 
of domestic water supply are strengthening inequitable patterns of access to water and 
concentrating water rights in the hands of multinational corporations, private sector 
water companies, agribusiness enterprises and wealthy farmers. 
 
The “de-politicization” of river basin management calls for an understanding of the 
adoption of ‘hegemonic concepts’ and their ‘legitimacy’. 
  
Sustainability, development, participation and integrated water management are all 
concepts that connote desirable collective goals such as equity, voice, self-realisation 
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and a healthy environment. However, they are also facile in that using such concepts 
papers over the inherent conflict that each of the concepts carries with it.  
 
Thus, ‘stakeholder participation’ sounds much more painless than ‘managing conflict 
between disputing parties’, which describes the same thing from the vantage point of 
negotiation literature. 
As for the role of legitimacy, As noted by Machiavelli (1958), a social order entails 
difference – everybody cannot be equal. Legitimacy justifies the authority of some over 
others, and hence power inequalities.  Legitimizing strategies seek support for a certain 
social arrangement that institutionalizes these differences. These justifications may stem 
from different fields.  While the legitimacy of religion is on the wane in many societies, 
natural law and science remain powerful sources of legitimization.  
 
Nature seems to provide an‘intrinsic’ platform of legitimacy to a river basin approach. 
It is fair to say that this view has become conventional wisdom, as evidenced by its 
endorsement in the World Water Vision process.  
 
Although the World Commission on Water for the 21st century emphasizes that there is 
no ‘silver bullet’ to solve the water crisis, it is quite adamant that river basins should be 
managed holistically: “[G]overnments should set up management agencies at the basin 
and aquifer levels, and international funding agencies should be willing to support and 
help finance the setting up and strengthening of such agencies … There must also be 
clarification of the decision making processes within the basin organization and 
accountability arrangements for those making decisions. The experience of water user 
parliaments needs to be generalized so that all stakeholders have a voice in the decision 
making … It is equally imperative that decision making be informed and scientifically 
and technically sound.  Effective river basin management thus walks on two legs: 
parliaments, where users make policies and decide on the raising and spending of 
money, and excellent technical agencies, which provide the parliaments and users with 
the raw and processed information necessary for management” (World Commission on 
Water for the 21st Century 2000:27-29). 
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The ‘naturalness’ of river basins 
River basins have gained pre-eminence as the new territoriality for water management 
due to the confluence of three types of science, namely hydrology, geography and 
ecology. Because river basins appear to be well-bounded and their boundaries are 
‘natural’, it would seem that they are removed from the arbitrariness and mutability of 
boundaries drawn by humans.  
 
This seems to suggest the inevitability of the adoption of the so-called French model. 
Indeed, the European Water Directive by and large adopts this model as does the World 
Commission on Water for the 21st century. But it is useful to keep in mind that river 
basin management in the US, generally seen as mature and ‘successful’, is characterized 
by river basin policy-making without a river basin policy maker. 
 
Thus, the French model is not the only conceivable model. Once people become aware 
of the possibility of alternative modes of organizing water resource management, it can 
be contemplated how and why one model is chosen over another, and whether such a 
model is necessarily ideal in all cases. It is thus necessary to bring politics back into 
river basin management, as explanations grounded in politics show that boundaries and 
institutional arrangements are not natural but matters of choice and contestation. In this 
context, it can be said that the politics of river basin management revolves around three 
fundamental questions: 
• What is the appropriate scale for water management? 
• Who decides on the appropriate scale and on the ensuing water management? 
• How and in which forums are these decisions taken? 
 
Box 3.15. RBOs and stakeholder participation:  Democratic ‘risks’ 
Source: selected excerpts from Wester & Warner (2002) 165 
 
The nexus between integrated management and participation is not an obvious one. As 
Green and Warner (2000) point out, holistic management and participation pull in 
opposite directions.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
165 Wester & Warner (2002). River basin management reconsidered. Turton & Henwood, (2002). See note 164.  
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While the complexity of integrated management invites centralization and technocracy, 
participation suggests subsidiarity and small-scale operations, engaging people to think 
creatively about issues intimately linked to their lives. Thus, in any basin of some size, 
river basin management would entail a layered system of participation, necessarily 
increasing the complexity of the arrangement. 
 
On the face of it, participatory platforms or ‘water parliaments’ democratize water 
management by giving voice to a multiplicity of interested actors. 
  
But participation is not necessarily politics. It can institutionalize power differentials as 
the literate élite take on leadership roles (as chairpersons), and co-opt the weak, and 
may even prove empty shells when it has little mandate to change anything.  
 
The institutions for the management of water ... are socially located and critically 
depend on the maintenance of a number of grey areas and ambiguity regarding rights of 
access, compliance and rules, [and] on a continuous process of negotiation between all 
users.  
 
Such a notion of institutions opens avenues to analyze how power pervades institutional 
arrangements and gives rise to differentiated access to and control over water and more 
importantly, how to design processes to redress inequities. 
 
Barham points to the risk that river basin organizations may: “sap the effectiveness of 
existing democratic channels of communication in the interest of finding more efficient 
technical solutions to complex problems. To use a water metaphor, authority, funding, 
research, and new scientific approaches can all be poured from existing social and 
political ‘containers’ into the watershed boundary. But we can’t be certain that 
processes of democratic deliberation that were associated with the older containers will 
be poured along with the rest or separated out and cast aside unless we give this careful 
and constant attention” (2001:190; emphasis in original). 
 
If done unreflectively, new institutions can institutionalize inequality.  Moreover, it 
is of little use to establish new institutions for water management without realizing that 
they are embedded in an institutional ecology, a meta-institution with its own rules, 
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roles and rights. The new institution will need to carve out its niche, demarcate its 
boundary, defend its mandate and acquire a resource base, which will inevitably create 
some conflict with those interested in the ancien regime. Resources may be material or 
intangible – power, knowledge, occupation of strategic pressure points in decision-
making (Warner & Turton, 2001). This process is deeply politico-strategic, a fact that is 
easily obscured by depoliticizing discourse – in this case, on scale, boundaries, 
participation and procedure. 
 
The politico-strategic considerations behind 
Private interests may see in the transition to watershed thinking an opportunity to close 
some channels of true public debate and deliberation, thereby eliminating bothersome 
environmental ‘constraints’. And politicians may see opportunities for new avenues to 
power, further removed from public accountability. It is the confluence of these two sets 
of interests that poses the danger of ‘watershed rule’. Its understanding is key in 
engendering a shift in policy prescriptions from a technocratic ‘should’ to a 
democratic ‘could’.  
	  
Once these characteristics of river basins are taken into account, an obvious question 
becomes where the boundaries of river basins should be drawn and on which scale 
water management should be organized.  
 
As Schlager and Blomquist point out “the definition of a watershed and the selection of 
boundaries are matters of choice” (2000:14; emphasis in original) and “[d]rawing 
boundaries is the first step in determining who decides and how and with what 
effects. Different boundaries imply different decision makers and different effects”, 
(2000:16)  
It is not suggested that water should not be managed on the basis of river basins, but 
rather that this choice is political and that river basins are thus as much political units as 
they are natural units. 
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3.6.a. The Regime of Public Participation prompted by EU FWD and Aarhus 
Convention 
With the involvement of the general public in the definition of RBMP, water 
management needs to be examined in terms of (physical) integrated sustainable water 
management challenges as well as in terms of stakeholders’ degrees of involvement and 
their perception of priorities (Ganoulis, 2004 in Linkov et al., 2004).    
  
In stressing the key role of PP in water management, the Directive has been conducive 
to the development of specific river basin regimes that have been established by 
availing of the  “good services, expertise, and experiences ” of “river basin management 
Track Two diplomacy” actors. 
 
Verhallen & Warner (2007) note that according to the EU WFD, each RBD authority is 
the prime responsible for devising the (first) River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) by 
2009 as an account of ‘how the public water resources will be managed’ (as cited in 
Warner, 2007). 
 
Since both the EU WFD and the Aarhus Convention explicitly call for public 
participation in the management of a river basin, it could be inferred that PP is a 
ubiquitous ‘ingredient’ in the “River basin management Track Two diplomacy” ‘recipe” 
for setting up each river basin regime.  
 
3.6.b.  Novel water river basin regimes in the geographical region of interest 
When the EU WFD was enacted in 2000, the Danube basin countries and in particular, 
the Sava, Tisza and Dniester river basin countries of interest to this dissertation were all 
sharing the important common denominator of being non EU “transition economies”. 
Nowadays, the situation is drastically different as following the EU enlargement waves 
of the years 2000 and 2007, all countries of interest here-with the exception of Moldova 
and Ukraine-have either completed their accession or initiated the EU integration 
process.  
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Moving from the water cooperation regime experience developed under the centralized 
and planned economic system that dominated the Danube river region till the collapse 
of the Soviet Union, the “EU spearheaded” Track Two diplomacy has been at work in:   
1. Triggering and devising the Danube River Protection Convention as well as 
“maintaining the political commitment”, while inspiring the programs and 
activities of the ICPDR, its operational arm;  
2. Conjuring up the Framework Agreement on the Sava River Basin and defining 
the programs and activities of its operational arm, the International Sava River 
Basin Commission;  
3.  Concocting and developing the cooperation projects and cooperation initiatives 
in the Danube’s sub basin of Tisza; 
4.  Promoting, devising and implementing the main internationally sponsored 
cooperation projects and programs carried out within the so called 
“Cooperation in Transboundary Dniester River Basin Project”.  
 
All in all, the enactment of the EU WFD and the Aarhus Convention, the two main 
factors shaping the making of river basin management plans, has been instrumental in 
institutionalizing the “roof level” regimes while promoting grass-root level cooperation 
schemes through pilot projects.  
 
3.7. Intro to the International River Basins of Sava, Tisza and Dniester 
 
Availing mainly of the conceptual tools examined in Chapter 2  (in particular, 
hydropolitics and adaptive management) and in Chapter 3 (above all, the water 
governance regimes and the EU WFD requirements for PP in the making of IRBMPs), 
the dissertation examines how “public participation (PP hereafter)” is addressed in the 
international river basin governance of Sava, Tisza, Dniester and whether a genuine 
inclusive “hydrosolidarity cooperation process” may emerge to sooth the socioeconomic 
and political transborder/cross-border cleavages and hopefully, effectively contribute to 
the wellbeing of people involved.  
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The three European international river basins of Sava, Tisza and Dniester have been 
chosen since each one of them presents very peculiar traits that can aptly contribute to 
enlighten the issues of PP in the European space (See Table 3.2 for an overview). 
 
All three international river basins encompass the so called “former communist / 
transition countries” boasting different levels of EU integration and harmonization, 
extending in and around the new EU borders and hosting specific cross border 
cleavages:   
 
• Tisza is the largest sub-basin of the Danube river basin. It includes three new 
EU Member States - Romania, Slovakia and Hungary- as well as two non EU 
Member States- Serbia166 and Ukraine; 
• Sava is the main tributary of the Danube River.  The Sava basin extends into the 
territories of former Yugoslavia (of which it used to constitute 60% of the 
territory and 80% of the economy), which today are shared by an EU member 
(Slovenia), an EU Candidate Country (Croatia) and two EU Potential Candidate 
Countries  (Bosnia & Herzegovina and Serbia) 
• Dniester is an international river basin covering significant parts of Moldova 
and Ukraine, two non EU member states that are contracting parties to the 
ICPDR and that in addition, share their borders with the EU. Of particular 
relevance in this context is that Dniester’s transitional waters at the mouth are 
highly impacting on the EU Black Sea coastal waters (of specific concern to the 
EU WFD) and on the welfare of the Black Sea more in general167 (which is of 
EU concern as well).  
 
Following the prevailing IWRM analysis approach, the starting point in RBM is the 
recognition of physical, environmental socioeconomic dimensions of each basin.   
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  Serbia being an EU Potential Candidate. 
	  
167
 For more info, visit the Black Sea Commission website:  http://www.blacksea-commission.org 
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After giving recognition to the institutional arrangements brought about (above all) by 
EU WFD and Arhus Conventions in framing the governance regime of the three basins, 
the dissertation presents the nexus between integrated water management regimes and 
public participation with special focus on how the setup water management regimes can 
help to develop the wellbeing of people. 
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Table 3.2:  Sava, Tisza and Dniester River Basins in a nutshell. UNECE (2007)168 
River Basin Hydrological data Countries 
 
SAVA RIVER BASIN 
 
Source of image: Euratlas.net 
Basin area: 97,713 km2  
 
Population  8.176.000  
 
Sava river : 
• length: 944 km (The 
third Danube tributary)  
• average discharge at the 
mouth is 1,564 m3/s (The 
largest Danube tributary  
by discharge: almost 25% 
of  total) 
• main tributaries: Kupa, 
Una, Vrbas, Bosna,     
Drina  
 
Note:  
Sections of Sava, Una and 
Drina are riparian state 
borders 
 
Distinctive features 
Sava river is navigable for large vessel from the 
mouth in Beograd up to Slavonski Brod (river 
km.377) and for small vessels up to Sisak (river km 
583). 
 
Environmental  characteristics  
 A Danube sub-basin  known for its outstanding 
biological and landscape diversity. It hosts the 
largest complex of alluvial wetlands in the Danube 
basin (Posavina - Central Sava basin) and large 
lowland forest complexes 
 
Key transborder management  issues 
• organic pollution, nutrient pollution, pollution 
by hazardous substances; 
• hydromorphological alterations;  
•  floods;  
• water- demand management and drinking-water 
supply as well 
 
Environmental stress 
• Unregulated disposal of municipal and mining 
waste remains as a major pressure factor. The 
development of new hydro- engineering 
structures, including those for navigation, is 
expected to become an additional pressure 
factor. 
 
Slovenia 
(EU MS ‘04) 
 
Croatia 
(EU Candidate) 
 
Bosnia & 
Herzegovina 
(EU Potential Candidate) 
 
Serbia 
(EU Potential Candidate) 
 
 
 
TISZA RIVER BASIN 
So 
Source of image: Euratlas.net 
Basin area: 157,186 km2 
 
Danube’s largest sub basin.  Can be divided into 
two parts: 
• the mountainous catchments of the Tisza and 
the tributaries in Ukraine, Romania and 
Eastern-Slovakia, 
•  the lowland parts, found mainly in Hungary 
and in Serbia. 
 
Distinctive characteristics   
Europe‘s largest flood defense system was created 
in the Basin. It encompasses regulation of rivers, 
construction of flood embankments and flood 
walls, systems of drainage canals, pumping stations 
and designated flood detention reservoirs (polders). 
Ukraine  
(non EU MS) 
 
Romania  
(EU MS ‘07) 
 
Slovakia  
(EU MS ’04) 
 
Hungary  
(EU MS ’07) 
 
Serbia 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
168 Table made by phD candidate. Data from: UNECE(2007). First Assessment of Transboundary Rivers, Lakes and 
Groundwaters. Retrieved from: 	  
http://www.unece.org/env/water/blanks/assessment/assessmentweb_full.pdf 
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Population: 14 000 000  
 
 
Tisza River  
• Length: 944 km (The 
longest Danube tributary)  
• average discharge at the 
mouth is 863 m3/s (The 
second large Danube 
tributary  by discharge: 
almost 18 % of  total) 
• main tributaries :Mures, 
Somez, Koros, Bodrag 
 
 
 
Environmental distinctiveness   
In the Tisza basin, there are a great number of 
lakes, reservoirs, forests, wetlands and protected 
areas.  
 
Key transborder management  issues 
Accidental pollution from the industrial sites is one 
issue causing transboundary impact in the Tisza 
River basin. For example, the cyanide accident on 
30 January 2000 and flood in 2002 
 
Environmental stress 
Land in the sub-basin is mainly used for 
agriculture, forestry, pastures (grassland), nature 
reserves, as well as urbanized areas (buildings, 
yards, roads, railroads). As a result of intensive 
agricultural development over the past decades, 
many natural ecosystems, particularly the Tisza 
floodplains, have been transformed into arable 
lands and pastures .In the upper part of the sub-
basin, notably in Ukraine and Slovakia, 
deforestation in mountain areas is responsible for 
changes of the flow regime and typical habitats. 
Main pressures arise from the sewerage, as the 
Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive has not 
yet been fully implemented in Hungary, Romania 
and Slovakia. 
(EU Potential Candidate) 
 
 
DNIESTER RIVER BASIN 
 
Source of image: Euratlas.net 
 
Dniester Basin area:                          
72.100 km2 
 
Population: 7.800.000 
 
Dniester river 
length: 1322 km 
average discharge at the 
mouth is  very erratic: 
between 400 and 120  
m3/s 
   main tributaries: Raut, 
Kuchuhran 
 
Distinctive characteristics  
Flooding is common; up to five flood events occur 
each year with water levels rises of 3-4 meters, 
sometimes even more. 
 
Key transborder management  issues 
The upper and middle Dniester basin are 
moderately polluted, whereas the Lower Dniester 
and the Dniester tributaries are substantially 
polluted. This impacts heavily on the quality of 
water supplied to Odessa region and to the 
protected  “Nature Reserves and National Parks” 
at the estuary in Ukraine territory.  
 
Environmental stress 
The Dniester flows through densely populated 
areas with highly developed industry (mining, 
wood-processing and food industry). Aquaculture, 
discharges of municipal wastewaters and diffuse 
pollution from agriculture are the other main 
pressure factors  
In recent years, the technical status of wastewater 
treatment plants in Moldova substantially 
decreased. Although 
wastewater treatment plants in cities continue to 
work with 
decreasing efficiency, most of the other treatment 
plants are out of order. 
 
Ukraine  
(non EU MS) 
 
Moldova  
(non EU MS) 
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4. INTERNATIONAL SAVA RIVER BASIN 
 
4.1. Introduction 
 
Sava River is the third longest and the largest by discharge tributary of the Danube 
River. It runs through four countries (Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 
Serbia), and connects the three capitals of these four countries: Ljubljana in Slovenia, 
Zagreb in Croatia, and Belgrade in Serbia.  The fourth capital – Sarajevo, in B&H, also 
belongs to the Sava River Basin. 
 
                    Figure 4.1: Sava River Basin Overview Map (ICPDR, 2009)169  
 
The basin, with the area of 97,713 km2, covers considerable parts of Slovenia, Croatia, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro and a small part of the Albanian 
territory.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
169 ICPDR.org(2009). Maps section. Retrieved from: http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-files/14357 
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Population in the Sava River Basin is approximated to 8,176,000, which represents 46% 
of the total population of all countries (excluding Albania and Montenegro).  
Sava River is the third longest and the largest by discharge tributary of the Danube 
River. It runs through four countries (Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 
Serbia), and connects the three capitals of these four countries: Ljubljana in Slovenia, 
Zagreb in Croatia, and Belgrade in Serbia.  The fourth capital – Sarajevo, in B&H, also 
belongs to the Sava River Basin (Sava River Basin Analysis, 2010).  
With its average discharge of about 1,564 m3/s, the Sava River represents the most 
important Danube tributary, contributing with almost 25% to the Danube's total 
discharge at their meeting point, in Belgrade. Therefore, sustainable management of the 
Sava River Basin has a considerable influence on the Danube River Basin area (ISRBC, 
2009)170. 
 
Since 2002, the Sava River is navigable171 up to Slavonski Brod (km 377) by large 
vessels and up to Sisak (km 583) for small vessels.  
 
4.1.a. Environmental distinctiveness 
The Sava River is considered by nature conservationists and scientists to be one of the 
“Crown Jewels” of European natural heritage, characterized by outstanding biological 
and landscape diversity. It has been selected as a focal region in the Pan European 
Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy (PEBLDS) of the Council of Europe. The 
Sava River Basin hosts the largest complex of alluvial floodplain wetlands in the 
Danube basin and the largest lowland forests.  The most important landscape 
characteristics are found in the central Sava Basin with a mosaic of natural floodplains 
and cultural landscapes formed by traditional land-use patterns in the past typical to the 
river valleys of the whole Central Europe. The PEBLDS has listed the Sava floodplains 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
170 Source: http://www.savacommission.org/basin_about	  
	  
171 
under the “International Inland Navigation Regime”.  
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as a river corridor of European importance for preserving Europe’s biological 
heritage.172 
 
Because of the abovementioned ecological and cultural value of the wetlands, the Sava 
riparian countries have designated six sites in the Sava River Basin according to the so 
called Ramsar Convention.173 It also includes numerous Important Bird and Plant 
Areas, protected areas at the national level and Natura 2000 sites.  
 
The   Lonjsko   Polje   in Croatia is one of the largest alluvial wetlands in  Europe  
including  floodplains  important  for   its  seasonality flooded Quercus  and  Populus 
 woodlands,   marches,   meadows   and   fishponds. The site contains 236  bird  species 
and  is  especially  important  for  breeding  birds,  of  which  33   are  threatened 
 species.  A number of international initiatives are currently contributing to the 
biodiversity conservation and development of ecological corridors and buffer zones that 
will ensure the protection of the pristine habitats and species along the river while at the 
same time provide opportunities for improving the welfare of the local communities 
living along the river.174  
 
4.1.b. SRB Selected socioeconomic issues 
In addition to its strategic geographic position as a gateway corridor to Eastern and 
South Eastern Europe, tourism aside, the Sava River Basin constitutes the bulk of 
economic activities of the former Yugoslav federal states.  
The basin hosts four European capitals: Ljubljana, Zagreb Sarajevo and Belgrade as 
well as the main industrial sites of Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia & Herzegovina and Serbia. 
Following the early ‘90s dissolution of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
172 Deliverables ‘Awareness’: Protection of Biodiversity of the Sava River Basin Floodplains Communication Strategy.  
Retrieved from: http://www.savariver.com/0201.php  (Deliverables section).	  
 
173 Sava River Basin Commission (2010).Sava River Basin Analysis Summary. Retrieved from: 
http://www.savacommission.org/dms/docs/dokumenti/documents_publications/publications/sava_river_basin_analysis_-
_summary/sava_booklet_eng.pdf 
	  
174 Deliverables ‘Land Use’: Protection of Biodiversity of the Sava River Basin Floodplains Communication Strategy.  
Retrieved from: http://www.savariver.com/0204.php  (Deliverables section).	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the Sava Basin area has undergone significant economic changes. 
 
The 90s marked a period of extensive depopulation, hindered economic development 
and an overall decrease in welfare of the local communities, while the new millennium 
has seen an intensification of the importance of the agricultural sector. 
 
Agriculture is now the most common activity in all the countries of the region. The 
mosaic-like landscapes found along the Sava were formed by agriculture and created 
habitats rich in plant and animal species. 
 
Sava   is   one   of   the   few river basins in   Europe   that   is   still   marked by a 
number   of   traditional   agricultural   practices, such as livestock breeding along the 
river175.  
 
4.2. Cooperation 
 
4.2.a. Rationale of cooperation in the SRB 
Before the dissolution of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in the early 90s, 
the Sava River Basin generated about 70% of the total GDP of the former Yugoslav 
Federation176.  
 
The war that ravaged the area in the 90s has profoundly disrupted the social stability 
and economic situation of the entire region.  The economic reconstruction process that 
followed had to build on the remnants of the former Yugoslav Federation‘s legacy in 
the new sociopolitical (and economic) context. 
 
All four newly formed seceded states aspired to join Europe, but wanted to do so 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
175 Traditional forms of land use imply the manner and conditions of land use and adaptation to the natural environment that have 
been in place for 100 years or more. Because continuity in land use provides the foundation for a stable and diverse landscape and 
biodiversity its conservation will have to be based on a continuation or an imitation of these traditional land uses based on an 
innovative approach to agriculture. 
	  
176 Stability Pact internal discussion ‘estimate’. 
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independently, as they were very reluctant to cooperate with former ‘enemies’.  
 
Amidst such a climate of animosity, the Stability Pact for South East Europe spotted in 
Sava River Basin transborder water cooperation an opportunity for inducing the new 
States to establish good relationships by restoring and developing the much needed 
water management of Sava River Basin waters - which represented anywhere  from 50 
to 90 % of freshwater supplies of each of the four  countries - for ensuring the stability 
and improving the economic situation in the region as a whole.  
 
To this end, the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe (SP) offered itself to serve as a 
facilitator for the four states and on November 21st, it launched the Sava River Basin 
Initiative, inviting the four riparian countries of the Sava River Basin - Republic of 
Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Federal Republic of Yugoslavia177 and Republic of 
Slovenia-to enter into a process of negotiation by signing the “Letter of Intent”. 
 
Acknowledging the great political, economic and social changes that have taken place 
in the region and further recognizing that Sava River Basin and the related natural 
resources are of immense value to all the riparian countries for the economic wellbeing 
and living standard of their people, the “Letter of Intent” called for the drafting and 
establishment of a new agreed upon water management regime for the Sava River 
Basin.  
 
Consequently, the Stability Pact provided the political ‘capital’ and the technical 
expertise needed for the four countries to finalize the negotiation of the ‘Framework 
Agreement of Sava River Basin (FASRB) and the development of the first Sava River 
Basin Action Plan. 
 
The negotiation of the International Framework Agreement for the Sava River Basin led 
to the establishment of the Interim Sava River Commission in 2005.  
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
177  (later on called ‘Serbia & Montenegro’, and following Montenegro’s secession, ‘Serbia’. 
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Note  
The Framework Agreement on the Sava River Basin—FASRB (2002) is the first 
agreement ever signed by the countries that came into being following the dissolution of 
former Yugoslavia, with the exception of the Dayton Peace Agreement (1995). 
 
Against the unfavorable postwar background and the divisive new national identity 
‘build-up’, it is fair to say that the four FASRB signatory states have adopted a “piece 
of European normality” by devolving sovereignty to the ISRBC.  
 
It is also a pioneering agreement, since it is the first ever to envisage a fully integrated 
river basin management including provisions for both “navigation and non-navigation 
uses of water.” 
   
The finalization of the FASRB was strongly supported by the international community, 
acting intensively in the Balkan region after the wars in the nineties. It is now 
considered an example of how water management can contribute to stability and 
development in post-war ravaged areas. 178 
 
Box 4.1: Goals of the FASRB  
Source: ISRBC (2008)179 
 
The Framework Agreement on the Sava River Basin emphasizes the importance of 
transborder cooperation of governments, institutions and individuals for sustainable 
development of the Sava River Basin.  
 
The FASRB defines three main goals of the process of cooperation:  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
178 Retrieved from: http://www.springerlink.com/content/htp5jl3mg8411127/ 
179 Strategy of implementation of the FASRB (2008). Doc. No.: 1S-11-O-08-18/2-2 October 14, 2008. Retrieved from: 
www.savacommission.org/.../strategy_on_implementation...fasrb/strategy_on_implementation_of_the_fasrb_final.pdf	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1. Establishment of an international regime of navigation on the Sava River and its 
navigable tributaries which included set-up of conditions for safe navigation on the 
River Sava and its tributaries, inter alia, by:  
 adopting the plan on marking, maintenance and development of navigable  
 waterways;  
 adopting the unified rules of navigation, taking into account specific conditions   
 of certain parts of the navigable waterways;  
 adopting the technical rules concerning inland navigation vessels and rules on 
obtaining the boat master certificates;  
 establishing the River Information Service.  
 
2. Establishment of sustainable water management which included cooperation on 
management of the Sava River Basin water resources in a sustainable manner, 
including integrated management of surface and ground water resources, in a 
manner that would provide:  
•  water in sufficient quantity and of appropriate quality for the preservation, 
protection and improvement of aquatic eco-systems (including flora and fauna and 
eco-systems of natural ponds and wetlands);  
• waters in sufficient quantity and of appropriate quality for all kinds of 
use/utilization;  
• protection against detrimental effects of water (flooding, excessive groundwater, 
erosion and ice hazards);  
• resolution of conflicts of interest caused by different uses and utilizations;   
• effective control of the water regime;  
 
3. Undertaking measures to prevent or limit hazards, and reduce and eliminate 
adverse consequences, including those from floods, ice hazards, droughts and 
incidents involving substances hazardous to water.  
 
The achievement of the main goals of the FASRB is to be reached by the following 
forms of transboundary cooperation:  
 Creation and realization of joint plans of the Sava River Basin; 
 Preparation of development programs of the Sava River Basin;  
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 Harmonization of national regulation with the EU regulation. 
 
 Development of protocols for regulating other aspects of water management 
related to:  
I. Protection against flood, excessive groundwater, erosion, ice hazards, drought and 
water shortages;  
II. Water use/utilization;  
III. Exploitation of stone, sand, gravel and clay; 
IV. Protection and improvement of water quality and quantity;  
V. Protection of aquatic eco-systems;  
VI. Prevention of water pollution caused by navigation, and  
VII. Emergency situations.  
 
The cooperation in achieving the main goals of the FASRB is based on the following 
principles:  
• Sovereign equality, territorial integrity, mutual benefit, and good faith;  
• Mutual respect of national legislation, institutions and organizations;  
• Cooperation in accordance with the WFD and Floods directive;  
• Regular exchange of information within the basin on: water regime, navigation 
regime, legislation, organizational structures, administrative and technical practices;  
• Cooperation with other international organizations (such as International 
Commission for Protection of Danube River, European Commission, United 
Nations, etc.),  
• Securing the integrity of the water regime in the basin,  
• Reduction of transboundary impacts caused by economic and other activities.  
 
 
4.2. International Sava River Basin Commission: A novel internationally 
recognized  'roof level' RBO for all  water uses (navigation and non 
navigation)  based on a regime of equal sovereignty    
 
A key feature of the FASRB was the creation of the International Sava River Basin 
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Commission, which was established in Zagreb, Croatia on June 1, 2004, as an 
internationally recognized commission with legal and ‘diplomatic’ status.  
 
 
As stated in Article 15, part 4 ‘Mechanism of Cooperation’: 
 ‘The Sava Commission shall have the international legal capacity necessary for the 
exercise of its functions’.  
	  
 4.2.a. Objectives set by the Commission 
• Rehabilitate and develop the navigation of Sava basin and its main tributaries 
Drina and Una; 
• Secure the sustainable development, utilization, preservation and management 
of Sava basin water and related resources; 
• Preserve and protect the environment, biodiversity and aquatic condition of Sava 
basin; 
• Promote the social and economic welfare of Sava basin riparian State and 
Communities and the well-being of all Sava basin riparian people. 
 
The enacted FASRB comprises of: 
• 2 Annexes (Annex I “Statute of International Sava River Basin Commission” and 
Annex II “Dispute Settlement by Arbitrage”)  
•  The “Protocol on the Navigation Regime to FASRB”  
 
The Protocol on navigation grants Sava Commission the capacity for decision-making 
in the field of navigation180. On all other issues regarding the realization of this 
agreement, the Commission is entitled to provide ‘recommendations’. 
   
(For the Commission’s mandate and organizational structure, see Annex 4, part2 
(Sections  4E and 4F, respectively).  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
180 
The commission’s current decisionmaking capacity applies to decisions on: 

 providing conditions for safe navigation; 

 the conditions for financing construction of navigable waterways and their maintenance; 

 the Commission’s own work, budget and procedures. 
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4.2.b. Sava River Basin: Danube’s sub basin 
Being the largest tributary of the Danube, the management of Sava needs to be 
harmonized with its “parent”.   
 
As previously seen, ICPDR’s aim and mandate is the protection of the Danube River.181 
To this end, Art 5 requires that “ the Parties shall especially cooperate with: 
a) The International Commission for Protection of Danube River (ICPDR); 
b) The Danube Commission; 
c) The United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UN/ECE), and 
d) Institutions of the European Union.” 
 
Harmonization with EU legislation is explicitly rendered in Article 3 part 2, which 
states “ The Parties shall cooperate on the basis of, and in accordance with, Directive 
2000/60/EC of the EU Parliament and Council of October 23, 2000, Establishing a 
Framework for Community Activities in the Field of Water Policy (hereinafter: EU 
Water Framework Directive)”. 
 
Today ISRBC and ICPDR are closely collaborating in the harmonization of the 
management of the Sava river basin according to EU principles.  
 
Note  
In drafting the Rules of Procedures for the FASRB adopted in June 2005, the ICPDR 
was taken as a reference model. There are in fact numerous similarities between the 
FASRB and the DRPC. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
181 Following the 3rd Plenary Session of the ICPDR in Sofia in 2000, the implementation of the EU WFD was considered as the 
highest priority for the ICPDR. It was agreed that the ICPDR would provide a platform for the co-ordination necessary to develop 
and establish the River Basin Management Plan for the Danube River Basin. Source: Annual Report on the Activities of the ICPDR 
(2000). Retrieved from: www.icpdr.org/icpdr-files/8492	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Since the enactment of the FASRB, the establishment of the ISRBC, the development 
of an IWRM approach and the adoption of EU WFD have all been actively supported 
by the international community  (as well as the EU), with many pilot projects  and 
programs which are the core activities of ISRBC.182 
 
In addition to fostering the cooperation among the 4 signatory Parties by enacting the 
provision of “Protocol on Navigation” and contributing to the finalization of the 
remaining Protocols, ISRBC’s work agenda is dictated by: 
 
• Finalizing by 2012 the Sava River Management Plan (according to EU WFD) 
• Developing a pilot Flood Risk Management Plan in line with the “Floods 
Directive”).  
 
As far as the finalization of the common Sava River Management Plan is concerned, all 
Sava River Basin countries have agreed to develop it, although only Slovenia and 
Croatia, being an EU member and an EU candidate respectively, are required to do so 
by law. 
 
4.3.a. Cooperation among FASRB parties  
In developing the FASRB, a long-term cooperation strategy was envisaged in which 
Protocols would play an instrumental role.  
 
So far, the Protocol on Navigation has been signed and is now in force but as stated in 
Article 30, signatory Parties are required to conclude a series of other protocols for 
regulating:  
• Protection against flood, excessive groundwater, erosion, ice hazards, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
182 
  The International Community is committed to support the management of the SAVA river basin and to help the establishment 
of co-operation mechanisms between the countries of the SAVA. The Pilot River basin plan for Sava River project (financed 
through CARDS with 2.3 million EURO) aims to develop an integrated river basin management plan for the Sava River and to 
establish a regional working group. The UNDP/GEF Danube Regional Project will support the development of the pilot River Basin 
Management plan. Outputs of several other projects currently implemented and financed through different sources (UNDP/GEF, 
European Commission, Dutch government, World Bank, etc) are expected to contribute to the ongoing effort for the sustainable 
management of the Sava River Basin.  Source: http://www.watersee.net/sava-river-basin.html 
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drought and water shortages; 
• Water use/utilization; 
• Exploitation of stone, sand, gravel and clay; 
• Protection and improvement of water quality and quantity;  
• Protection of aquatic eco-systems; 
• Prevention of the water pollution caused by navigation;  
• Emergency situations. 
 
In addition to the above, the Parties may agree to conclude other protocols necessary for 
the implementation of this Agreement.  
 
The ISRBC is to provide back-end support for the parties to finalize the above 
protocols. In addition to the Protocol on Navigation, which has been ratified by all 
parties, the following four protocols protocols have either been finalized or are in the 
process of final harmonization, their status being presented in Table 4.2 
 
Protocol Status 
Prevention of water pollution 
caused by navigation 
Signed by all Parties, 
Ratified by two 
Floods protection Signed by all Parties 
Emergency situations In the process of final harmonization 
Sustainable sediment 
management 
In the process of final harmonization 
Transboundary impact 
Draft under reconsideration at the 
Sava commission level 
 
      Table 4.2: Status183 of FASRB Protocols 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
183	  Latest status updates obtained through personal correspondence with the General Secretary (2011).	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For a more detailed understanding of the scope of cooperation efforts and the time 
horizon required for drafting and concluding protocols, see Annex 4A. 
 
4.3.b. Cooperation with international organizations and other relevant 
institutions 
In accordance with Article 5, parties are especially required to cooperate with: 
 
 ICPDR (focus on environment) 
 Danube Commission (focus on navigation)  
 UNECE 
 EU institutions 
 
The two most relevant international organizations for ISRBC to collaborate with are the 
ICPDR and Danube Commission. Cooperation with these two institutions essentially 
entails mutual participation at sessions and expert group meetings of the commissions, 
as well as other events organized by any of them. This kind of mutual participation 
ensures that the commission’s most significant activities, such as those concerning the 
RBM Plan development, are aligned with those of the ICPDR. It also ensures that all 
documents concerning navigation are in line with the Danube Commission regulations. 
 
See Annex 4 part 1 (Sections 4A, 4B, 4C and 4D) for more on cooperation, including 
the main transborder agreements/conventions of interest to the SRB countries. 
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4.4. Public Participation184  
	  
The FASRB does not deal specifically with the involvement of the public and key 
stakeholders: only Article 21 foresees that “implementation and monitoring 
methodology will include timely provision of information to stakeholders and the 
general public by the authorities responsible for implementation of the Agreement.” The 
Rules of Procedure foresee measures for providing public access to information, (unless 
the commission decides otherwise) but all in all, there seems to be a need for some 
political signal that the Sava Agreement also attaches importance to public/key 
stakeholder involvement.  
 
The REC has assisted the Sava Commission in developing and implementing a strategy to 
reach and involve key stakeholder groups throughout the Sava River Basin.  
 
The aim of this Strategy is to ensure that the Framework Agreement of the Sava River 
Basin is a good international example of informing and involving the public and key 
stakeholders in the decision-making process about: 
• issues, measures and activities discussed, negotiated or undertaken under this 
sub- regional initiative; and 
• implementation of these issues, activities or measures at sub-regional, national 
and local levels. 
 
These rules should be consistent with the previously mentioned EU directives and 
Articles 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the Aarhus Convention, and should establish the basic terms 
and conditions on: public access to information upon request; active dissemination of 
information, including what information is available and should be made available; 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
184 Entire ‘Public Participation’ section adapted from REC Paper ‘Public Communication and Stakeholder Involvement Draft 
Strategy for the implementation of the Framework Agreement of the Sava River Basin (2004). Final Draft as submitted to the Sava 
Commission).  Retrieved from: http://archive.rec.org/REC/Programs/sava/Commission-stakeholders.html	  
This document, although being a draft proposal, was approved by the ICPDR subsequently and has not been further amended, upon 
confirmation with the Sava Commission. 	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criteria concerning document confidentiality; who can participate; when and what 
opportunities are there for public/stakeholder participation; and, what rights 
representatives of public/stakeholders have in different meetings. 
 
Three different levels of public participation may be envisaged in the Sava River Basin: 
sub regional, national and local185 Information and involvement of public/stakeholders 
can happen at different levels: 
• Sub-regional level: the level of the Sava Agreement at which Parties/Signatories 
take decisions or measures; 
• National level: the level of the national decision-making process at which 
national governmental authorities have a responsibility to take actions; and 
• Local level: level at which concrete decisions will be implemented in the future 
— including projects and investments affecting or likely to affect the local 
community.  
 
The stakeholder involvement strategy should address all of these levels. 
It would be difficult to involve the general “public” directly in the Sava Agreement at 
the sub-regional level, but it is possible and necessary to inform them at this level about 
process developments and to provide information about when and where they can 
participate. It is easier to involve them at national and local levels in the Sava countries 
when there are concrete decisions, measures or activities prepared, discussed or 
implemented that will or might affect them. At the Sava Agreement level, focus needs 
to be on the concerned public.  
 
Public participation and stakeholder involvement, as mentioned earlier, can happen at 
sub-regional, national and local levels. While access to information should be based on 
an “any person” principle regarding public participation/stakeholder involvement, the 
“public concerned” or representatives of specific relevant stakeholder groups should be 
invited.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
185 Based on levels of decision-making, activities and issues. 
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4.4.a. Sub-regional level 
At the Sava Agreement level, the main form of participation is the participation of 
representatives of key stakeholders in Sava Commission meetings, with Working 
Groups and Expert Groups as ‘observers’.  
In this regard, the experiences of the ICPDR has served as a useful example, including:  
 
-its model for observers;  
-a well developed information system providing access top information for the general 
public and key stakeholders;  
-cooperation and support to NGOs and key stakeholders;  
-as well as the first Stakeholder Consultation Conference held on June 28-29, 2005 in 
Budapest, Hungary. 
 
The Commission has borrowed (in part) from the “Guidelines for Participants with 
Consultative Status and for Observers to the ICPDR (ICWD 110)” in developing its 
own guideline and criteria (See Table 4.3 for a comparison of the ‘observer’ criteria).  
Although the observers in both commissions have the right to participate in meetings of 
the Parties and expert group meetings, as well as to speak, submit documents, and 
access all documents, the comparison provided in Table 4.3 reveals that the ISRBC 
seems to be more ‘inclusive’, as it allows even entities that are external to the Sava 
River Basin to join.	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Table 4.3: ISRBC vs. ICPDR On involving Observers186 (ICPDR,2005; ISRBC, 2007)187 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
186 In the ICPDR, states cannot hold observer status but may acquire the status of a ‘participant with consultative status’, defined 
as: ”a state or regional economic integration organization as referred to in Article 28 of the Convention, unanimously invited by the 
Contracting Parties to participate to the activities in the framework of the Convention.” 
 
187
 Sources: 
1) ISRBC.(2007). Criteria and Procedures for Granting Observer status in the International Sava River Basin Commission. ISRBC 
Doc. No: 5-07-3/7-2.  
2) ICPDR.(2005). Guidelines for Participants with Consultative Status and for Observers to the ICPDR. ICPDR Doc: IC/021 26-
Apr-2005.  
	  
 SAVA COMMISSION ICPDR 
‘Observer’ definition 
 
 
 
 
Observer” means a state, an 
international, regional and/or 
national governmental and non-
governmental organization or 
other body, invited or accepted 
by the Sava Commission to 
participate to all or only selected 
activities in the framework of the 
FASRB. 
“An international or 
national organization or 
other body as referred to in 
Article 18 (6) of the 
Convention invited by the 
International Commission to 
participate to all or only 
selected activities in the 
framework of the 
Convention.”  
NB: States can only be 
‘participants with 
consultative status in the 
ICPDR’ 
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4.4.b. National level 
Public involvement at the national level should be governed by the relevant 
international legal instrument, the Aarhus Convention and relevant EU legislation, and 
national legislation. The opportunities for participation, however, need to include 
preparations for the meetings of the Sava Commission and its expert meetings at the 
national level regarding decision making, issues and activities. 
 
Parties/Signatories at the national level should ensure that: 
 
• the public and stakeholders know about opportunities for participation;  
• there are due opportunities when they can express opinions, comments, 
proposals;   
• those comments are considered as input when preparing a national position on 
relevant issues related to decision making, activities and issues covered by the 
Sava Commission and Agreement. 
 
 Additional criteria 
focused on particularly 
competent partners in 
terms of the effective 
implementation of the 
FASRB 
 
1. Partners within the Sava River 
Basin being strongly interested 
or even engaged in the Sava 
River protection, water 
management and navigation;  
2. Partners outside the Sava River 
Basin being strongly interested 
and ready to stimulate and even 
support the development under 
the FASRB, in particular those 
being familiar with the tasks of 
the river commissions;  
3. Preference for basin-oriented 
cooperation and coordination, 
which cannot be left to current 
activities other than 
observership; this applies to 
both, GOs and NGOs.  
4. Specific groups of potential 
partners can be represented by 
one relevant umbrella 
organization, to which observer 
status is granted. 
 
 
 
   NA 
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Parties/Signatories should also support the identification of relevant stakeholders at the 
national and sub-regional levels who should take part. 
 
4.4.c. Local level 
Public participation at this level should be related to decision making and 
implementation of specific projects when they are designed or being implemented 
within the framework of the Sava Agreement. Public participation should be provided 
according to the provisions of national legislation, taking into account the international 
legal instruments and EU legislation.  
 
4.5. The role of NGOs in the SRB 
 
‘Inspired’ by the NGO ‘boom’ in the Danube River Basin, which saw 130 grants 
awarded to NGOs in the Danube Basin for supporting the Danube Basin RBM through 
the DRP’s Small Grants Program, Green Action, a Croatian NGO, partnered with three 
nongovernmental organizations, each belonging to one of the remaining river basin 
countries: 
 
-Center for Environmentally Sustainable Development (CESD) from Bosnia and   
 Herzegovina;  
-Society of Bird Research and Nature Protection (DPPVN) from Slovenia; 
-The Danube Environmental Forum (DEF) Serbia.  
 
Their efforts were supported through a Small Grant from the UNDP/GEF Danube 
Regional Project (DRP), awarded in December 2005. 
 
The raison d'être of this NGO group was to join forces in ensuring that NGOs, and the 
people and issues they represent, duly participate in implementing EU environmental 
legislation (WFD) in the Sava Basin.  
 
Other goals included establishing cooperation between the NGO community and the 
International Sava River Basin Commission; acting as a watchdog regarding 
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implementation provisions of the WFD in the Sava Basin; publishing results of national 
and international projects and initiatives related to river management; strengthening 
capacities of the NGO sector; and assisting authorities in development of the public 
participation strategy for the Sava River Basin management planning. 
 
At national trainings, NGOs participated together with representatives of water 
management directorates, ministries of environmental protection and the International 
Sava River Basin Commission (ISRBC). These were joined at international meetings by 
representatives from the Danube Regional Project (DRP), the International Commission 
of the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR) and the Regional Environmental Center 
for Central and Eastern Europe (REC).  
 
Due to these activities, the International Sava River NGO Committee was established 
and was recognized by the ISRBC as the relevant NGO body for the public participation 
strategy.  
 
The committee was launched on the 10th of November 2006 in the city of Krapinske 
Toplice, Croatia. This informal committee will foster better cooperation with other 
NGOs as well as the Sava River Commission itself.   
 
4.5.a. Green Action’s Green Actions  
A project led by the Croatian group ‘Green Action’ sought to boost NGO and public 
participation in the implementation of the Water Framework Directive in the Sava River 
Basin.  
The project didn’t stop at mere reinforcement of NGOs’ relationship to the public, 
though. Other goals included establishing cooperation between the NGO community 
and the International Sava River Basin Commission; acting as a watchdog regarding 
implementation provisions of the WFD in the Sava Basin; publishing results of national 
and international projects and initiatives related to river management; strengthening 
capacities of the NGO sector; and assisting authorities in development of the public 
participation strategy for the Sava River Basin management planning.  
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At national trainings, NGOs participated together with representatives of water 
management directorates, ministries of environmental protection and the International 
Sava River Basin Commission (ISRBC). These were joined at international meetings by 
representatives from the Danube Regional Project (DRP), the International Commission 
of the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR) and the Regional Environmental Center 
for Central and Eastern Europe (REC). Due to these activities, the International Sava 
River NGO Committee was established and was recognized by the ISRBC as the 
relevant NGO body for the public participation strategy. Green Action gained observer 
status within the ISRBC (DRP, 2007)188. 
 
4.5.b. Public participation and stakeholder involvement: ISRBC 
Contributions189 
Being aware of the importance of public participation and stakeholder involvement 
within framework of activities of the ISRBC and implementation of the FASRB, the 
cooperation with relevant institutions, NGOs and local actors from the Sava river basin 
is of great significance to the commission’s work.  
 
In order to reflect the transparency of the FASRB implementation, stakeholder 
participation has been especially enabled for the following: 
- monitoring of the FASRB implementation with special emphasis on the 2nd 
Meeting of the Parties to the FASRB; 
- sessions of the ISRBC;  
- Sava Day celebration;  
- development of protocols to the F ASRB;  
- realization of projects. 
 
 As important highlights in terms of promotion and outreach activities of the 
ISRBC, the following should be underlined:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
188 REC.(2007). Bringing NGOs into the flow: second round of regional grants for the Danube Regional Project. Danube Regional 
Project (DRP) brochure: August 2007. Retrieved from: 
http://documents.rec.org/publications/DRP_regionalgrants2_Aug2007_eng.pdf	  	  
189	  Source: ISRBC(2010). ISRBC Annual Report 2009-2010.	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 The project Our Beautiful Sava, realized under the Sava Day 2009 by 
joint efforts of ISRBC, Coca-Cola HBC Croatia, Croatian Ministry of 
regional development, forestry and water management, Croatian 
Ministry of sea, transport and infrastructure and with the support of the 
Coca-Cola Adria for the Alps and Adriatic region, won the European 
Excellence Award for the best campaign in the field of communications 
in South-East Europe in competition of over 1,250 applications received 
for year 2009.  
 
 The ISRBC’s website was voted into the top 10 websites under the 
category “Governmental organizations and state institutions”, within the 
“VIDI WEB TOP 100” Awards in the Republic of Croatia. Such election 
implies that the ISRBC’s website meets all technical standards with 
regard to performance, design, as well as to the content quality and 
availability, meaning that the website users are enabled to retrieve all 
relevant information in a visually very attractive manner.  
 
4.5.c. Public Participation Evolutionary ‘Trends’ in the SRB 
The first few years of the Commission, the focus was on attaining objectives so the 
attention level given to public participation was virtually negligible. This was followed 
by the phase of ‘observers’ and more recently, by a broadened platform that in addition 
to involving governmental and civil sectors, is increasingly targeting business and 
academic entities.  The question ‘who are Sava’s key stakeholders and according to 
what criteria have they been designated as such?’ however remains largely unanswered, 
although the Commission has confirmed that they are in the process of finalizing their 
‘selection’ requirements, an analysis that builds on REC’s work (see Box 4.3).  
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Box 4.3.  Who should be involved? Stakeholder identification 
Source: REC (2004)190  
 
Regardless of the level, the process of stakeholder involvement needs, at a minimum, to 
reach out to those who will be most affected- the latter should be identified and 
approached actively and invited to the process.  
 
Types of stakeholders may include: government agencies at different levels, local 
government, non-governmental institutions, political organisations, research institutes, 
industries, agriculture, tourism, other businesses, households, etc.191  
 
Relevant stakeholders, may include different authorities and those stakeholder groups in 
addition to NGOs who may have different economic and other interests connected to the 
Sava Initiative, such as business and industry associations, chambers of commerce or 
economy, those connected to navigation, ports, ship owners, as well as to agriculture, 
tourist industry, biodiversity issues, management and supply, quality of water — also, 
other stakeholders, NGOs, professional experts, academics, municipalities, etc. should 
be looked upon when defining key stakeholders. Those various international or regional 
organisations which have valuable expertise or extensive activities in the Sava region 
should also be involved. 
When identifying key stakeholders, it should also be discussed at which stages they 
should be involved in the future if such stages can be determined for decision making. 
Different stakeholder groups may have specific interests, and they may not be interested 
in participating in all meetings. Some stakeholders may not need to be actively involved 
at all times, but the general public needs to be regularly informed of Sava Agreement 
developments. Key stakeholders should participate and contribute to the process, while 
others may be stakeholders from whom some specific input is needed at certain times or 
on certain issues.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
190 Source: REC. (2004).Paper ‘Public Communication and Stakeholder Involvement Draft Strategy for the implementation of the 
Framework Agreement of the Sava River Basin. See note 18.  At the time of writing of this dissertation (April 2011), official criteria 
for selecting ‘key’ stakeholders have still not been finalized by the ISRBC. It is known however that the considerations made by 
REC will form the basis to any official criteria.  
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           ANNEX 4 (Sava River Basin) 
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                                     PART ONE: LEGAL BACKGROUND 
 
4A. Cooperation among FASRB parties 
 
Tables192 4A, 4B and 4C illustrate the progress obtained in drafting and preparing (for 
signature) the required protocols. The Legend for interpreting the tables is presented in 
Figure 4A.  
 
 
Figure A: Legend (FASRB, 2008)  
    
             
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
192 Source of tables: FASRB Strategy implementation document(2008). See note 179.	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Table 4A: Protocols drafted (FASRB, 2008) 
 
 
 
Table 4B: Protocols drafted (FASRB, 2008) 
 
 
 
Table 4C: Protocols non-drafted (FASRB, 2008) 
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4B. Agreements/Conventions signed or ratified 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4B: Sava River Basin Transborder Programs & Activities193 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
193 Table developed by the phD candidate. Data retrieved from the websites of the respective international bodies/agreements. 
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AGREEMENTS/ 
CONVENTIONS RATIFIED*(r) or 
signed (s)  
    
1992 
UNECE WATER 
CONVENTION 
r r r r 
1999 
PROTOCOL ON WATER 
AND HEALTH 
s r - - 
2003 
PROTOCOL ON CIVIL 
LIABILITY 
- - s - 
1991 
UNECE ESPOO (EIA) 
CONVENTION 
r r r r 
2003 
PROTOCOL ON 
STRATEGIC 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT (SEA) 
r r s r 
1997 
UN WATERCOURSES 
CONVENTION 
- - - - 
1998 
UNECE AARHUS 
CONVENTION 
r r r r 
2003 
KIEV PROTOCOL ON 
POLLUTANT RELEASE 
AND TRANSFER 
REGISTERS 
r R s s 
1992 
CONVENTION ON THE 
TRANSBOUNDARY 
EFFECTS OF 
INDUSTRIAL 
ACCIDENTS 
r R - r 
1994 
CONVENTION FOR THE 
PROTECTION OF 
DANUBE RIVER 
r R r r 
2003 
THE CARPATHIAN 
CONVENTION 
- - - r 
2003 
PROTOCOL ON 
BIODIVERSITY 
- - - - 
1971 RAMSAR CONVENTION r R r r 
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4C. Cooperation with national institutions194 
 
The ISRBC ‘s cooperative efforts on a national scale target mostly governmental 
entities that are directly involved in implementing the FASRB, as well as entities 
responsible for the following activities/projects: 
 
- development of the Sava RBM Plan (involving ministries of the Parties 
responsible for water management and environment); 
- operation of Principal International Alert Centers in Bosnia & Herzegovina and 
Serbia (involving ministries of the Parties responsible for water management and 
environment); 
- rehabilitation and development of transport on the Sava river (involving ministries 
of the Parties responsible for inland waterway transport); 
- development of nautical tourism in the Sava river basin (involving nominated 
representatives of the Parties); 
- preparation of the projects relevant for the Sava river basin (all involved 
ministries); 
 - preparatory activities in the organization of the Sava Day 2009 and other PR 
activities in the framework of the FASRB implementation (ministries, nominated 
representatives of the Parties). 
 
In addition to the national institutions responsible for implementation of the FASRB, 
cooperation has been maintained with other organizations, such as the national hydro-
meteorological services of the Parties, agencies responsible for development and 
maintenance of inland waterways, port master offices, regional chambers of commerce, 
faculties and institutes dealing with natural and technical sciences, all kinds of 
technologies, nature conservation, etc.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
  
194 Source:  ISRBC Annual Report 2009-2010 (2010). ISRBC Doc. No. 1S-22-O-10-3/1-2. 
    Retrieved from: www.savacommission.org/.../annual_reports/2009/annual_report_2009_final.pdf	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4D. International Cooperation195 
 
Cooperation with ICPDR 
The Flood Action Plan for the Sava River Basin, one of the most significant 
achievements of the year 2009, was the result of intense cooperative efforts with the 
ICPDR. Further proof of cooperation between the two can be found at the Ministerial 
Meeting of the ICPDR that took place in February 2010. During this event attended by 
numerous international organizations, only the ISRBC and the Black Sea Commission 
were allowed to deliver their individual statements. 
 
An important factor in cooperation with the ICPDR and Danube Commission is the 
process of implementation of the Joint Statement on Guiding Principles for the 
Development of Inland Navigation and Environmental Protection in the Danube River 
Basin, coordinated jointly by the ICPDR, DC and ISRBC, together with the European 
Commission. Within the process, the 2nd Meeting on implementation of the Joint 
Statement was hosted by the ISRBC (Zagreb, March 9-10, 2010).  
 
Cooperation with UNECE 
The cooperation with the UNECE has been further intensified in FY 2009. In addition 
to active participation of the ISRBC in the framework of the UNECE working groups 
(i.e. Integrated Water Resources Management, Inland Water Transport, Standardization 
of Technical and Safety Requirements in Inland Navigation), the ISRBC had an active 
role at the major event, the 5th Meeting of the Parties to the UNECE Water Convention 
(November 2009), participating in the panels of two, out of the four, side events 
(“Managing transboundary rivers” and “Petersberg Phase II / Athens Declaration 
Process”). 
 
A major contribution of the ISRBC was made within preparation of the Second 
Assessment of Transboundary Waters in the UNECE Region. This contribution of the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
195 Source: ISRBC Annual Report 2009-2010. (2010). See note 194.  
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ISRBC was acknowledged at the 5th Meeting of the Parties, upon adoption of the 
Second Assessment. Additionally, the cooperation with the UNECE in FY 2009 resulted 
in an approved Sava pilot project Building the link between Flood Risk Management 
planning and climate change assessment in the Sava River Basin, to be implemented 
within the UNECE framework. 
 
Cooperation with the European Commission 
Cooperation of the ISRBC with the European Commission was, in addition to 
participation of the ISRBC representatives in the working groups of DG TREN and DG 
ENV, additionally strengthened through joint activities on preparation and launch of the 
project Preparation and implementation of the Sava RBM Plan, that will support further 
activities of the ISRBC on preparation of the first Sava RBM Plan by the end of 2011. 
Additionally, the ISRBC got involved into the process of elaboration of the EU Strategy 
for the Danube Region, which was scheduled to be finalized during 2010, in order to 
ensure implementation of the future ISRBC projects in the framework of the Danube 
Strategy. 
 
Cooperation with others 
Cooperation is being maintained with other navigation commissions (i.e. the Mosel 
Commission and, especially, the Central Commission for the Navigation on the Rhine), 
and other river and lake protection commissions (e.g. commissions for the protection of 
the rivers Rhine, Elbe, and Oder). The annual informal meeting of the heads of 
secretariats of European river commissions, in 2009, was hosted by the ISRBC. There 
has also been a continued cooperation with UNESCO, regional organizations (OSCE, 
RCC, SEETO, GWP-Med), international financial institutions (World Bank, EBRD, 
EIB), specialized organizations, associations and groups (WMO, GIS Forum, PIANC), 
and business sector (“Coca Cola”). 
Finally, contacts have been continued with the EC Delegation to Croatia and the 
Diplomatic Corps in the Republic of Croatia. 
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PART TWO: INTERNATIONAL SAVA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 
 
 
4E. The Sava Commission: Mandate of the Sava Commission196 
 
The International Sava River Basin Commission (ISRBC, Sava Commission) is the 
joint institution established as an international organization with the international legal 
capacity necessary for exercising its functions, with the Permanent Secretariat as its 
executive body. It is consisted of two representatives of each Party to the Framework 
Agreement on the Sava River Basin (FASRB), one member and one deputy member of 
each Party having just one vote in the Sava Commission. 
 
The Mandate and responsibilities of the Sava Commission reflect the ambitious 
approach of the Parties to establish the joint body, which will contribute to more 
efficient implementation of the FASRB. So, in scope of the objectives, principles and 
mechanisms of cooperation defined by the FASRB, the Sava Commission is mandated 
with long and detailed list of tasks and responsibilities, being developed in detail under 
the Annex I of the FASRB – Statute of the Sava Commission. 
 
In all fields the decisions and recommendations are passed unanimously. 
 
	  
4F. The Structure of the Sava Commission and its Secretariat197 
 
The Sava Commission is composed of two representatives of each Party, one member 
and one deputy member. The Commission has a Chairman who represents the Sava 
Commission. 
The Secretariat is an administrative and executive body of the Sava Commission. It 
consists of officials and support staff (Figure 1). The officials are Secretary, his 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
196 Source: Strategy of Implementation of the FASRB (2008). See note 179. 
197 Source: See note 196. 
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Deputies and Advisors. They are nationals of the Parties, represented on equal basis, 
and appointed by the Sava Commission. 
In order to foster cooperation and assure synergy in achieving its goals, the Sava 
Commission is entitled to establish permanent and ad hoc expert groups, composed of 
delegated experts from each Sava country. Permanent expert groups (PEGs) cover the 
key issues in the Sava River Basin. The already established PEGs are those for: 
-River Basin Management;  
-Accident Prevention and Control;  
-Flood Prevention;  
-Navigation. 
 
Ad hoc expert groups are being established for covering more specific issues and tasks, 
such as Ad hoc legal expert group, Ad hoc expert group for GIS, etc. 
 
The expert groups are chaired by the officials of the Secretariat. The Secretariat, in 
principle, prepares all materials for consideration by the groups. 
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5. INTERNATIONAL RIVER BASIN TISZA 
	  
5.1. Introduction  
The Tisza River Basin is located almost exactly in the geographical center of Central 
Europe and crosses the new boundaries of the European Union.  
 
TRB is the largest sub-basin of the Danube Basin while the Tisza River is the longest 
tributary of the Danube (966 km) and the second largest by flow volume with an 
average discharge of 794 m3/sec. 
 
The streams and rivers feeding into the Tisza originate in the Carpathian Mountains in 
the territories of Romania, Slovakia and Ukraine. It flows through the Pannonian flood 
plain of eastern Hungary and then south into Serbia where it joins the Danube.  
Source: UNEP (2004)198 
 
(For a more extensive hydrogeographic coverage, see Annex 5, part 5, section 5F) 
 
Figure 5.1: Tisza River Basin  (ICPDR, 2009)199 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
198 UNEP Rapid Environmental Assessment of the Tisza River Basin (2004). Retrieved from: www.envsec.org/see/pub/tisza.pdf	  
 
199 ICPDR.org. Maps section. Retrieved from: http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/tisza_maps.htm 
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Compared to the Sava River Basin, Tisza River Basin has nearly double the catchment 
size but only half the average discharge of the Sava River. The population is higher in 
the Tisza River Basin (14 Million) than in the Sava River Basin (8.5 Million), resulting 
in a higher demand in water, which raises concerns about the need to ensure a 
harmonized and sustainable water resource management in the TRB (ICPDR, 2010). 200 
  
In the last 150 years many structural changes have been made in the Tisza River and its 
main tributaries, which are the sources of today’s serious problems. 
 
Historically, the main structural changes of the Tisza River occurred during the 19th 
and early 20th century.  
 
During this period, the former huge floodplain was drained and dikes were constructed. 
The Tisza was also strongly regulated (32 % of the river length). In some cases, changes 
in land use and river engineering have reduced the length of the rivers (especially for 
the Tisza River) and modified the natural structure of the river and resulted in the loss 
of natural floodplains and wetlands.  
 
These changes have led to an increase in extreme events, such as severe floods (the 
most recent in the period from 1998 to 2006), periods of drought (particularly in 
Hungary and Serbia) as well as landslides and erosion in the uplands (in Ukraine and 
Romania).   
 
The waters of the Tisza Basin are exposed to significant pollution risks of organic 
substances from municipalities and urban settlements, nutrients from wastewater as well 
as farming and hazardous substances from industry and mining (UNEP, 2004). 
  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
200 ICPDR. (2010). Integrated Tisza River Basin Management Plan Draft . Retrieved from: www.icpdr.org/icpdr-files/15422	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5.1.a. Environmental distinctiveness201 
 
The Tisza catchment area is characterized by high diversity of landscapes, fauna and 
flora, with a significant number of nature protected areas and national parks.  
 
The region has outstanding natural ecological values such as regionally (and perhaps 
globally) unique freshwater wetland ecosystems of 167 larger oxbow-lakes and a total 
of more than 300 riparian wetlands.  
 
However, there are significant environmental concerns in the TRB related to the 
extreme dangers of both the excess and shortage of water (occurring almost 
simultaneously within a given year), the frequent landslides in the uplands due to 
deforestation, the multiple hazards of diffuse and point source pollution and the further 
potential accidents at industrial “hot spots”, including tailings dams (e.g. the well-
known  Baia Mare cyanide spill in January 2000 and the Baia Borsa heavy metal spill in 
March 2000). 
 
Biological distinctiveness 
The TRB possesses a generally higher level of biodiversity than other catchments in 
Western Europe. For example, there are still some extensive areas of natural or semi-
natural floodplain habitats and other wetlands in the Tisza catchment area. 
 
Flora and Fauna Diversity 
Generally, the TRB is characterized by a rich biodiversity, including some populations 
of species that are no longer found in Western Europe. Vast areas of wild nature in the 
mountains contain some endemic flora and fauna species, including large carnivores 
such as brown bear, lynx, wolf and otter, as well as rare (e.g. Galium bailloni) and very 
rare (e.g. Fumaria jankae, Andryala levitomentosa) plant species. In most cases, 
although the forest and grassland ecosystems of the basin riparian countries are similar 
in terms of structure, they differ in terms of flora and fauna diversity.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
201	  Source: UNEP (2004). See note 198.	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TRB Protected Areas   
The Tisza riparian countries have a great number of protected areas, esp. in Romania 
where biosphere, nature reserves and national parks in the upper TRB represent a total 
surface of 194,271 ha. In these areas, many protected flora and fauna species mentioned 
in the national Red Book are found. In addition, there are plans to create a new 
protected area in the Upper TRB. 202  
 
There are also projects for the preservation of the aquatic fauna in rivers of the upper 
Tisza basin.203  
 
 
5.1.b. TRB selected economic issues204  
 
The interaction between transitional political systems, economic readjustment and 
development, together with the enlargement of the European Union, has led to a wide 
variation of TRB co - basin Countries capacity to address and mitigate environmental 
deterioration.  
 
Currently, the TRB co-basin countries are at different phases of development, and have 
wide-ranging capacities to address local, national and regional river basin management 
issues. While some of these circumstances have promoted advancements for the region 
as a whole, historically there has been a lack of coordinated ‘environmentally friendly’ 
water management among the Tisza states, even though the institutional capacity 
existed to do so (UNEP, 2004). 
 
Today the Tisza River Basin is characterized by heavy industries in decline, poor 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
202 Note: The Maramures Mountains National Park located in the Maramures Mountains in northern Romania has an active but 
unorganized tourism  which impacts  negatively on fauna and flora conservation (UNEP, 2004). 
 
203 The main objective is to restrict fishing activity and to create small fishing farms. This would protect valuable fish species and 
develop sound tourism in the area (UNEP, 2004). 
 
204 Source: adapted from UNEP (2004). See note 198. 
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economic development and high levels of unemployment (up to 30 per cent in the 
Ukraine and Romanian territories). 
 
Agriculture  
Past agricultural methods significantly altered the traditional agrarian structure of the 
region. In general, agricultural lands were transformed into vast large- scale arable 
fields covering hundreds of hectares. During the planned economy regime and the 60s 
in particular, many existing wetlands were drained and forests were destroyed, which 
has dramatically altered the landscape in the Tisza region. 
 
Agricultural land does not have an optimal structure, with cereals occupying a much too 
important position, considering the soil and climatic conditions in the TRB. Also, there 
has been a general decline in the livestock, particularly in cattle and sheep stocks.  
 
Forestry 
Forestry is an important economic sector in the uplands of the TRB, particularly in 
Slovakia, Romania and Ukraine. Forestry practices vary from country-to-country and 
are not generally addressed in conjunction with water management issues, despite the 
very close linkages within an integrated land use management framework. The usual 
method of forest exploitation is selective cutting. Clear-cutting is permitted only in 
some forest types and limited areas. 
 
Secondary sector 
Currently, the mining and metallurgical industries have an important share in the 
regional economy of the TRB, as well as chemical, petrochemical, cellulose and paper, 
food, textile, and furniture industries. 
 
The mining sector is well developed in the TRB, notably in Romania. Non- ferrous 
metals’ mining generates much needed income along the Somes and Mures sub-basins, 
the major Romanian tributaries to the Tisza. Small-scale mining also occurs in the 
Ukrainian TRB section, with the extraction of salt, kaolin, mercury, gold, complex ores, 
zeolites and rocks used as construction material. However, the environmental risks 
involved in these activities continue to raise concerns throughout the region as many 
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mining sites are significant sources of pollution and the development of additional 
mines is envisaged. 
 
Logistics  
a) Energy corridors: The strategic importance of the TRB region lies largely in the 
crude oil and natural gas pipelines which traverse most of the riparian countries 
on their way to Western Europe. The Druzhba (Friendship) pipeline transports 
Russian crude oil to Slovakia and Hungary and onward to Western Europe.  
 
b) Transportation: The TRB is crossed by the Pan-European Corridor IV: Berlin-
Nurenberg-Prague-Budapest-Arad-Bucharest-Constanza-Istanbul-Salonic,  
 
Tourism. The TRB has a complex and valuable tourism potential, as well as diversified 
tourism facilities. The main limitation for the sector's development is poor infrastructure 
and mostly very low development (standards, skills and expertise). Transportation, 
lodging and accommodation facilities need to be developed in order to make use of the 
natural potential of the region. 
 
 
5.1.c. Selected social issues205  
 
The Tisza River Basin, the largest catchment area of the Danube River is characterized 
by heavy industries in decline, poor economic development, high levels of 
unemployment (up to 30 per cent in the Slovak and Romanian territories), and 
increasing levels of social and ethnic tensions exacerbated by the countries’ widely 
varying courses of transition.  
 
The population preserves cultural and economic traditions, especially in the mountains.  
 
Migration has increased in recent years due to the scarcity of work opportunities in the 
poorest areas of the basin and offers in other parts that are more economically 
developed (e.g. Ukraine-Hungary and Romania-Hungary borders and outside of the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
205	  Source: UNEP (2004). See note 198.	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basin). Moreover, in the Hungarian Great Plain, the agrarian crisis together with the 
frequent floods of the Tisza and some tributaries has drastically increased local 
migration to 4.5 per cent over the last seven years, whereas the country average is 1.4 
per cent. 
 
The TRB lies within a large Roma-dominated region, with Roma communities residing 
in eastern Slovakia, north-eastern Hungary, western Ukraine and northern Romania. 
These are some of the poorest regions of their respective countries and suffer from high 
unemployment and economic underdevelopment. These communities are vulnerable; 
their residents are victims of poverty, social exclusion, and discrimination. Addressing 
these concerns is becoming an increasingly important issue for the national and sub-
regional governments and effectively integrated land and water management applied in 
a sustainable manner is one of the tools that can be used to alleviate poverty in the 
region.  
 
 
5.2. Water related risks of main concern in the TRB 
 
Several years of planned economy in Central and Eastern Europe resulted in negative 
effects for the water quality of the TRB.  The Tisza River Basin is one of the areas 
where the importance of the integration of water quality and water quantity 
management activities is apparent.  Nearly the entire Tisza River is ‘at risk’ or ‘possibly 
at risk’ due to hazardous substances, more than half of the river is ‘at risk’ or ‘possibly 
at risk’ due to nutrient pollution and a significant section of the Tisza River is ‘at risk’ 
or ‘possibly at risk’ due to organic pollution (ICPDR, 2010).   
 
Nutrient and organic pollution risks  
As a result of intensive agricultural development over the past decades during which 
many natural ecosystems, particularly the Tisza floodplains, have been transformed into 
arable lands and pastures, the nutrient and organic pollution risks in the Tisza tributaries 
are even higher than in the main river and lake eutrophication is a major concern.  
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Industrial accidental pollution risks  
Tisza is one of the most threatened European rivers from industrial accidental pollution, 
a situation further exacerbated by the exceptional floods which regularly affect the TRB 
as it is often reported in the international  news. The TRB biodiversity is also threatened 
by industrial pollution of rivers, particularly heavy metal pollution from the mining and 
metal processing industry located upstream in northern Romania.  
(For a map of potential accident ‘hotspots’, see Annex 5, part 5, section 5H). 
 
 
Floods, droughts and landslides risks 
In addition to hazardous substances, nutrients and organic pollution problems, the Tisza 
River Basin also faces the problems due to extreme events of floods206, droughts and 
landslides.  
 
All in all, most of the Tisza River is at risk or possible at risk is due to 
hydromorphological alterations. Table 5.1 summarizes the most pressing issues as 
expressed by Tisza country representatives in a multilateral seminar held in 2003207.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
206 In order to better hedge the risk of floods, governments are working on devising flood safety strategies, such as the The New 
Vásárhelyi Plan, a Hungarian project (see Annex 5, part 5, section 5G).  
 
207  This list of ‘most pressing’ issues has not been amended in the meantime, as verified by the PhD candidate in March 2011 via 
phone correspondence with the UNEP office in Vienna. 
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Table 5.1: Country specific concerns in the TRB. Adapted from Becker (2005)208 
 
Country Key issues 
Hungary Flood management, International cooperation 
Good Agricultural Practice, Implementation WFD 
Romania TRB management with ICPDR(Coordination) 
Water supply and sewage treatment, Water quality 
improvement,Ecological reconstruction 
Slovakia Flood management, water supply 
Ecology(biodiversity), 
Agricultural potential 
Ukraine Flood management, Reforestation in the 
Carpathians, Water quality, Reduction of 
contamination 
Industrial development, job diversification 
Serbia Flood management, Water supply quality, 
Biodiversity, navigation 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
208 Becker, G. (2005). Transboundary River Basin Management Regimes: The Tisza Basin Case Study. NeWater Background 
Report to Deliverable 1.3.1. University of Delft. 	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5.3. Tisza River Basin Transborder Cooperative Efforts  
 
Historical Overview 
International and regional cooperation in the TRB has a long tradition and has 
developed both on bilateral and multilateral levels. Bilateral transborder water 
agreements are in place between almost all states in the Tisza River Basin. These are 
generally older treaties that deal with specific issues of cooperation (ICPDR, 2007).  
(For a comprehensive list of international agreements/conventions and bilateral 
agreements in the TRB, see Annex 5, part 1, sections 5A, 5B and 5C).  
 
Since the enactment of the ‘Convention on Cooperation for the Protection and 
Sustainable Use of the Danube River’ (Danube River Protection Convention (DRPC), 
Sofia 1994), the main forum for the TRB transborder cooperation and cooperative 
initiatives is the ICPDR.  
 
Rationale of Cooperation in the TRB 
The recent flood disasters that occurred in the period 1998-2001, the increasing 
pollution with frequent accidental pollution events in the 1980s and the Baia Mare 
Cyanide accident 2000 sparked the need for a series of cross-border cooperation 
initiatives. 
 
The key driver of transborder cooperation in the TRB is thus the need for managing 
transborder environmental risks.  The main rational for transborder cooperation in the 
TRB is, therefore, the development and establishment of a reliable risk management 
framework. 
 
Minimizing accident pollution risk and establishing an efficient warning system are the 
most important tools for preventing environmental impacts from surface water 
pollution.  
 
To this end, the Danube Accident and Emergency Warning System” was developed 
(and pilot tested in the TRB) under the coordination of the ICPDR’s Principal 
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International Alarm Centres.  
 
 
A synoptic overview of the major Tisza cooperation programs is provided in Figure 5.2.  
                                             
 
 
Figure 5.2: Summary of Tisza Key Programs (Becker, 2005) 
 
 
5.3.a. Tisza River Basin Management Plan   
The enactment of the EU WFD and the enlargement of EU has further singled out the 
Tisza river basin as an “international region” of states displaying very different levels of 
EU integration and EU accession prospects209.  
 
In ‘coupling’ the development of the Tisza River Basin Management Plan with the 
‘Flood Action Program’ pilot project of general interest to all the Danube sub basin 
countries, the ICPDR succeeded in developing the first Danube River Basin 
Management Plan (Box 5.1). 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
209 The TRB includes three EU members (Hungary, Slovakia, Romania), a potential candidate(Serbia) as well as a “permanent” 
non member-Ukraine-which, in all likelihood, will not join the EU in the foreseeable future. 
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Box 5.1. On ICPDR’s involvement in the making of Tisza River Basin 
Management Plan   
Source: ICPDR (2007)210 
 
All the five TRB countries are parties to the Danube River Protection Convention 
(Sofia, 1994). These countries have agreed to cooperate in key areas of water 
management such as a common monitoring methodology, coordinated communication 
and early warning systems. Under the Convention, all the water management efforts 
should be coordinated with the work undertaken for the Danube River (UNEP, 2004).  
 
The preparation of a RBM Plan for the Danube, based on the requirements of the WFD, 
was agreed by all the Danube Basin countries in December 2004, when all countries 
signed a Memorandum of Understanding for producing the RMB Plan by the end of 
2009211, under the umbrella of the ICPDR. 
 
This goal has required (and continues to require) coordination work at the sub-basin 
level, a major challenge back then considering that only two of the five TRB countries 
were EU members212 and thus had the obligation to implement the WFD, while the 
other three countries were all at different stages in the harmonization of their water 
policy with that of the EU.  
 
Through the ICPDR, all Contracting Parties support the implementation of the WFD in 
their territories and cooperate in the framework of the ICPDR to achieve a single, basin-
wide coordinated Danube River Basin Management Plan.  
 
The Tisza Group was created to prepare and coordinate the necessary activities for the 
preparation of Tisza River Basin Management Plan. All five Tisza countries are 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
210 ICPDR.(2007). Analysis of the Tisza River Basin. Retrieved from: www.icpdr.org/icpdr-files/14397	  
 
211 Currently, only the draft version is available to the public.  
 
212 Hungary and Slovakia, while Romania was still in the process of accession.  
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represented in the Tisza Group. The group jointly agrees on the necessary actions for 
the development of the Tisza River Basin Management Plan, such as the development 
of a strategy for establishing the River Basin Management Plan or identifying needs for 
harmonization of methods and mechanisms.  
 
The scope foreseen for this River Basin Management Plan is somewhat larger than that 
envisaged by the WFD, taking into account the requirements of the ICPDR Flood 
Action Programme, addressing pollution from point and non-point sources, wetland 
and floodplain restoration, priority substances, water quality standards, prevention of 
accidental pollution, flood and drought issues, river basin management and issues of 
sustainable development in the Tisza region as well.  
The ICPDR serves as the platform for coordination in the implementation of the WFD 
on issues of Danube Basin-wide importance and coordinates the elaboration of a Tisza 
River Basin Management Plan through its Tisza Group.  
 
Box 5.2. ITRBM Plan Development steps 
Source: ICPDR.org213 
 
In 2007 the Tisza Group has prepared a Tisza Basin Analysis assessing priority 
concerns within the basin. This analysis was presented to ministers from the Tisza River 
Basin countries at the UNECE/EEA Environment for Europe conference in Belgrade in 
October 2007, confirming the need for action within the Tisza River Basin, and thus 
directing the Tisza Group in the development of an integrated river basin 
management plan. 
 The UNDP/GEF Tisza ‘Medium Size Project’ (MSP) is focusing on the development 
of an integrated plan (component 1) by implementing the results of demonstration 
projects (component 2) into the final version of the management plan.   
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
213 ICPDR.org. (2011). Retrieved from: http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/item20100621095910.htm 
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Pollution reduction strategy and Flood and drought mitigation strategy  
 
As a basis of the Integrated Tisza River Basin Management Plan (ITRBM Plan), two 
strategies of transborder scale have been prepared: (1) strategy on pollution reduction, 
(2) strategy on flood and drought mitigation.  Its results are integrated in the overall 
draft document of the ITRBM Plan.  
 
The first summary document of the ITRBM Plan was prepared in December 2009 
and was introduced to ministers and high level representatives of the countries in the 
Tisza River Basin on 16th February 2010 in Vienna (Austria). In the frame of the event, 
ministers and high-level representatives from Hungary, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, 
Ukraine adopted the `Ministerial Statement towards the development and 
implementation of a River Basin Management Plan for the Tisza River Basin.  
 
 
5.4. Tisza River Basin Management Plan: Public Participation  
 
Public participation in the TRB has been molded according to the ICPDR strategy214, 
which is enshrined in its operational plans, stakeholder/observer status criteria and 
annual reports documenting stakeholder involvement activities215. 
 
Box 5.3 summarizes ICPDR’s Public Participation strategy. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
214 Strategy available on ICPDR’s website at the following url: http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/public_participation.htm	  
 
215
 Source: ICPDR.org 

 Information: On the Danube River Basin level, the ICPDR is promoting public participation in the planning process via 
the ICPDR Information System and Danube watch leaflets, as well as through operating networks as the Danube 
Environmental Forum (DEF) and systems as the Monitoring Information management (MLIM) and Accident emergency 
warning (AEWS). The ICPDR also developed a network of national PP focal points to ensure a concerted approach 
throughout all countries. Each DEF countries has a National Focal Point responsible for coordinating communication and 
activities of other DEF member organizations nationally.  

 Stakeholder involvement: To date, 19 organizations have become observers to the ICPDR and participate at decision-
making and experts meetings. These organizations include NGOs, organizations representing private industry, and 
intergovernmental organizations (ICPDR, 2010). Examples at the regional, sub-basin level include the Tisza platform 
with 16 organizations and the Lower Danube Green corridor between RO, UA, and BG. 
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Box 5.3. ICPDR Public Participation strategy and operational plan 
Source: UNECE (2005)216 
 
What is the Danube PP Strategy?  
 
It is NOT about prescribing activities to governments at the national level 
  
It IS about: 
 to provide guidance to national governments on all levels of PP  
 e.g. tools, mechanisms, structures 
 to promote PP concerning the RBM process 
 to inform other key stakeholders about PP possibilities and structures  
 
What is the (PP) ICPDR Operational Plan 
 
It is NOT about:  
 
 to define activities on all levels 
 to duplicate effective ICPDR processes 
 
It IS about:   
  
 to develop activities on the roof – level (“living document”)217 
 to assist the national governments to fulfill their PP obligations  
 to demonstrate that PP is taken seriously by the DRB countries  
 
 
Considering the different political and economic status and the different traditions in 
civil society involvement, public participation is quite a challenge in the Tisza 
countries.  
 
According to Greencross (2003)218, levels of public participation vary greatly across the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
216 Bachmann,J. (2005). Public Participation in the Danube River powerpoint file. Retrieved from: 
www.unece.org/env/water/cwc/Info-pp/ppt/bachmann_e.ppt	  
 
217
Accordingly, local issues remain a national task. Coordination efforts, conducted mainly through the respective Ministries 
responsible for water and environment issues, have been largely directed at inter- ministerial coordination.  
	  
218 
Greencross (2003). Water for peace in the Danube Basin. The role of territorial authorities.  
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region and between countries, and are generally not sufficiently structured and 
transparent (as cited in Becker, 2005).  
 
This means, that public participation is weak and awareness of reasons and background 
of environmental and water management issues are low (Becker, 2005). 
 
Apart from a few large international NGOs with ICPDR observer status, the locally 
active but inexperienced “green” NGOs are hampered by inadequate funding. Powerful 
water associations with experience and a historical pedigree as for example in the Rhine 
basin are missing (to some degree and only recently in Hungary) and strong, organized 
professional stakeholder groups still have to develop (Becker, 2005). 
 
As of today, 19 organizations have become observers to the ICPDR and participate in 
the development of the Danube River Basin Management Plan  (which consists of and 
integrates the individual “sub basin plans”).  
 
These entities include:  
 
 world renowned NGOs (in turn representing other/smaller NGOs promoted and   
 supported by the 2006 UNDP/GEF Danube Regional Project); 
 organizations representing private industry; 
 and intergovernmental organizations (ICPDR, 2010). 
 
Box 5.4. Tisza Civil Society 
Source: Becker (2005)219 
 
Formal actors 
 
Cross border organizations  
A number of international cross–border organizations are busy in the region to promote 
and support sustainable development. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
219 Becker (2005). Tisza Basin Case Study. See note 208.  
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  Source: Becker (2005) 
 
National authorities   
The responsible leading institutions in the TRB countries are : 
 HU: Ministry of Environment and Water (General Directorate)  
 RO: Ministry of Waters and Environment Protection  
 S-M: Ministry of Agriculture and Water (Serbia) 
 SK: Ministry of Environment (Slovak Water Management Enterprise)  
 UA: State Committee for Water Management 
 
Until the early 1990s, the states were centralized social republics (Warsaw Pact), which 
had a huge influence on the way the water resources were managed. This regime greatly 
reduced the degree to which members of the public and regional authorities or 
administers were involved in the decision process. 
 
Substantial progress has been made in the last 10 years: inter-ministerial or inter- 
institutional committees have been installed. 
 
At the national level, the responsibility for water issues lies generally with the 
environmental authorities and the “water authorities”. Exceptions are Serbia, where 
water is under the agricultural authority and Ukraine, where the responsibilities are 
divided between 3 governmental institutions. 
 
At a (national) regional level, water management is carried out by agencies 
subordinated to the national institutions, in Hungary, Slovakia and Romania already at 
river basin level. These agencies focus on maintenance of water bodies, flood 
protection, water quality monitoring and licensing. In all countries, there are a number 
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of supporting agencies, like environmental and health inspectorates, hydrological and 
research institutes. 
 
At the local level, there is a general trend towards decentralization in all TRB countries. 
Local governments are responsible and legally liable for water supply and wastewater 
treatment. Municipalities contract companies to manage the service and in Romania, 
Slovakia and Hungary private participation starts to develop. 
 
The political transition and decentralization of governmental authorities has given local 
and regional authorities greater autonomy to manage natural resources and water 
services. However, in a survey on territorial authorities, Romania and Hungary signaled 
that in the absence of sufficient institutional, technical and financial capacity progress in 
regional water management will remain difficult (Greencross 2003 as cited in Becker, 
2005). 
 
 Informal actors 
 
There are a number of international NGOs such as Greenpeace, WWF, Wetlands 
International, and the Tisza Club active in most TRB countries.  
 
Many local NGOs with environmental focus exist at local level, most with a lack of 
financing and capacity to have a major political impact, but with an important role in 
raising awareness of citizens on environmental issues. 
 
The Danube Environmental Forum (DEF) was established in 1999.  
It is an NGO platform with combined local and regional structure to promote NGO 
participation in governmental forum   
 
At present, 154 NGOs are actively engaged. 
An example of public participation on regional and sub-basin level is the Tisza Club 
with 16 environmental organizations, established and activated by WWF Hungary after 
the Baia Mare spill. WWF is an important driver of environmental improvement in the 
region: Since 1988 the WWF-Carpathian program promotes conservation, restoration 
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and sustainable management in the Danube-Carpathian region.  
 
In the 2001 summit, the 9 countries confirmed their commitment to nature conservation 
in the area (www.carpathians.org, www.panda.org). 
 
A report of the TRB Integrated Sustainable Development Program (REC 2002) 
summarized the different stakeholders (as cited in Becker, 2005).  
 
   Figure: 5.3: Stakeholders in the TRB (Becker, 2005) 
 
 
The report indicates that official authorities have still a leading role in policy 
development and implementation, despite a lack of resource and an often inefficient 
flow of information.  Major NGOs have an advisory and to a certain degree supportive 
role.  The report also concludes that two segments are under-represented: Business in 
the region and local municipalities. The later was confirmed by a Greencross survey in 
Romania.  On the other hand, as noted by Hall (2003), the role of private water 
suppliers and wastewater companies is increasing (as cited in Becker, 2005). 
 
The “informal sector”, organized and non-organized, is comparably strong in Hungary 
with a number of consultants, experts, academia, NGOs and even Civil initiatives. In 
Slovakia, Public Bodrog/Hornad River manage water resources, i.e. deal with water 
works, flood protection and are involved in general water management. NGOs and 
Research institutes participate in the planning and management of river basins (FAO, 
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2003 as cited in Becker, 2005). 
 
In Romania and Ukraine on the other hand, planning of environmental and water 
management projects are often planned and executed by governmental representatives 
at country and local level with the help of scientific bodies, but rarely including other 
stakeholders. According to GEF (2004), there are over 400 registered NGOs in 
Romania. Community based Organisations (CBO) have also started to develop. Both 
types of organizations are characterized by a variety of capacities and financial 
endowments, the latter being almost exclusively attributable to external, international 
sources (Becker, 2005). 
 
Despite enabling legislation, communication and cooperation between NGOs and 
government remains difficult. NGOs developed more effective cooperation with local 
authorities and other stakeholder groups (academia, media). The recent political 
changes have brought about a series of developments and have steepened the learning 
curve, rendering continuous ‘update’ in the region a necessity (Becker, 2005). 
 
 
Stakeholder/Citizen Participation 
 
On the Danube River Basin level, the ICPDR is promoting public participation in the 
planning process via the ICPDR Information System and Danube watch leaflets, as well 
as through operating networks as the Danube Environmental Forum (DEF) and systems 
as the Monitoring Information management (MLIM) and Accident emergency warning 
(AEWS). Recently, a stakeholder forum was launched as part of a new website 
mandated by the ICPDR and dedicated to public participation.  
 
Dialogue with stakeholders was particularly encouraged for providing comments to the 
DRBM Plan draft, which was subsequently finalized and implemented at the end of 
2009.  
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ANNEX 5 (TISZA) 
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PART 1:  LEGAL BACKGROUND 
5A: International Conventions 
	  
	  
	  
	  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5A: International Conventions/Agreements in the TRB220 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
220 Table developed by the phD candidate. Data retrieved from the websites of the respective international bodies/agreements.  
MEMBER COUNTRIES 
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Sl
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H
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ry
 
Se
rb
ia 
AGREEMENTS/ 
CONVENTIONS RATIFIED*(r) or  
signed (s)  
     
1992 UNECE WATER  CONVENTION 
r r R r r 
1999 PROTOCOL ON WATER AND HEALTH 
r r R r - 
2003 PROTOCOL ON CIVIL LIABILITY 
s - - r - 
1991 UNECE ESPOO (EIA) CONVENTION 
r r R r r 
2003 
PROTOCOL ON 
STRATEGIC 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT (SEA) 
s r R r r 
1997 UN WATERCOURSES CONVENTION 
- - - r - 
1998 UNECE AARHUS CONVENTION 
r r R r r 
2003 
KIEV PROTOCOL ON 
POLLUTANT RELEASE 
AND TRANSFER 
REGISTERS 
s r R r s 
1992 
CONVENTION ON THE 
TRANSBOUNDARY 
EFFECTS OF INDUSTRIAL 
ACCIDENTS 
r r R r r 
1994 
CONVENTION FOR THE 
PROTECTION OF DANUBE 
RIVER 
r r R r r 
2003 THE CARPATHIAN CONVENTION 
r r R r r 
2003 PROTOCOL ON BIODIVERSITY 
r - - r - 
1971  RAMSAR CONVENTION r r R r r 
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5B: Bilateral Agreements 
 
Box 5A.  Bilateral agreements in the TRB 
Source: ICPDR (2007)221 
 
Ukraine - Romania  
• Agreement between the Government of Romania and the Government of Ukraine 
about co- operation in the field of water management on transboundary 
watercourses was signed in Galati, Romania, on October 30, 1997 (valid from 
January 28, 1999)  
Ukraine – Slovak Republic  
• Agreement between the Government of Slovak Republic and the Government of 
Ukrainian on Water Management on Transboundary Water courses was signed in 
Bratislava, Slovak Republic, on June 14, 1994(valid from December 15, 1995).  
Ukraine - Hungary  
• Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Hungary and the 
Government of Ukraine on water management issues related to frontier waters was 
signed in Budapest, Hungary, on November 11, 1997 (valid from August 6, 1999).  
• Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Hungary and the 
Government of the Ukraine on cooperation in the field of environmental protection 
and regional development. Entry into force: 1993  
Romania - Hungary  
• The Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Hungary and the 
Government of Romania on water management issues related to waters forming the 
boundary and transboundary waters (signed in Bucharest, Romania, on June 25, 
1986 valid from November 20, 1986) was updated and the new “Agreement 
between the Government of the Republic of Hungary and the Government of 
Romania on the collaboration for the protection and sustainable use of the 
transboundary waters (signed in Budapest, September 2003) enetered into force on 
May 5, 2004.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
221  Tisza River Basin Analysis, Annex 2a(2007). Retrieved from: www.icpdr.org/icpdr-files/14398	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• Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Hungary and the 
Government of the Romania on Cooperation in the field of environmental 
protection. Entry into force: 2000  
Romania – Serbia  
• Agreement between the Government of Romania and the Government of the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia on hydrotechnical issues from the hydrotechnical systems 
and watercourses on the boundary or crossing the state boundary was signed in 
Bucharest, Romania, on April 7, 1955 (valid from June 17, 1955).  
Slovak Republic - Hungary  
• Agreement between the Government of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and the 
Government of the Hungarian People’s Folk Republic on regulation of water 
management issues related to frontier waters was signed in Budapest, Hungary, on 
May 31, 1976 (valid from July 31, 1978).  
• Agreement between the Government of Republic of Hungary and the Government 
of Republic of Slovakia on Cooperation in the field of environmental protection and 
Nature Conservation. Entry into force: 1999  
Hungary – Serbia  
Agreement between the Government of the People’s Republic of Hungary and the 
Government of Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia in the field of water 
management issues was signed in Belgrade, Serbia, on August 8, 1955 (valid from May 
19, 1956).  
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Box 5B. Bilateral agreements on disaster prevention and preparedness 
Source: ICPDR (2007)222 
 
• Agreement on co-operation and mutual assistance between the Government of the 
Republic of Hungary and the Government of the Republic of Slovakia in the 
case of disasters;  
• Agreement on co-operation and mutual assistance between the Government of the 
Republic of Hungary and the Government of Ukraine for the prevention of 
disaster and grave accident and the elimination of the consequences of those (signed 
in Budapest on October 27, 1998.);  
• Agreement between the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine and the Government of 
Slovak Republic on co-operation and mutual aid in cases of emergencies 
(December 2000);  
• Agreement between the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine and the Government of 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia on co-operation in the field of prevention of 
emergency situation and elimination of their consequences (October 2001).  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
222 Source: ICPDR TRB Analysis,Annex 2a(2007). See note 221. 
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PART TWO:  TRB KEY PROGRAMS 
 
5C: Tisza River Basin Key Programs   
(UNEP, 2004)223 
There have been numerous bilateral and multilateral initiatives in the Tisza region, such 
as: 
 
•    TRB Memorandum 2004: a dialogue with the Tisza basin countries was started 
by the EU Presidency of the ICPDR in July 2004 as part of the implementation 
of the Water Framework Directive in the entire Danube basin. In December 
2004, all the Tisza countries signed a Memorandum of Understanding for an 
integrated Tisza River Basin cooperation under the umbrella of the ICPDR. 
They agreed to cooperate more closely in order to produce a Tisza River Basin 
Management Plan originally scheduled to be completed by 2009, aiming at the 
objectives set by the EU Water Framework Directive. 
 
•    Tisza River Basin Analysis 2007: The report, coordinated by the International 
Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR), details water 
quality and quantity issues and the need to integrate them. The results of the 
analysis will be used to develop the Tisza River Basin Management Plan and 
Programme of Measures for implementation by 2015 and will help meet EU 
Directives, such as the Water Framework Directive and the Flood Directive, as 
well as country obligations within the ICPDR. 
 
•    UNDP/GEF Tisza Medium Size Project (MSP) :a three-year project started in 
2008 integrating multiple benefits of wetlands and floodplains into improved 
transboundary management of the Tisza River Basin which supports the efforts 
of the riparian states to reach the ‘good status’ required by the WFD and has 
been instrumental in developing the Integrated Tisza River Basin Plan (draft). 
The MSP Project focuses on developing strategies for nutrient reduction and 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
223 UNEP.(2004). Rapid Environmental Assessment of the Tisza River Basin. Retrieved from: www.envsec.org/see/pub/tisza.pdf 
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flood/drought mitigation, and on implementing demonstration projects. It 
contributes to the improved transborder management in two ways:   
 
-By adopting policies and legislation that promote the use of wetlands and 
floodplains in line with integrated water resource management and the 
WFD;  
-By implementing new policies through community level demonstration of 
effective floodplain management for nutrient retention, habitat restoration 
and flood management.   
 
• Declaration of Co-operation concerning the Tisza/Tisa River Basin and Initiative 
on the Sustainable Spatial Development of the Tisza/Tisa River Basin: this is an 
initiative of the Council of Europe on Sustainable Spatial Development of the 
Region of the Tisza/Tisa River. All five countries have signed it in September 
2003. This program integrates regional land use planning and water management.  
 
• TRB Forum on flood control/Tisza Water Forum: In 2001, the Budapest 
Declaration was signed and the Tisza Water Forum (TWF) was established. The 
TWF covers the review and harmonization of national flood policies and 
measures. In 2003, an action program for sustainable flood protection in the 
TRB was adopted. Eight working groups were established, which cover natural 
characteristics of the TRB, Environmental Assessment of measures, the legal 
framework and the different aspects of flood control and protection. Meetings of 
the National coordinators, yearly deciding Ministerial meetings and the 
Technical Secretariat VITUKI make the Tisza Forum a main coordinating actor 
 in the TRB. 
 
• Tisza River Project / EU research project: launched in January 2002 under the 5th 
Framework Programme of the EC. It investigates options for the improvement of 
water quality in the TRB. 11 partners from institutes and universities from 
Hungary, Slovakia, Romania, UK, Germany, Belgium and Austria are involved.  
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• Tisza Environment Forum: on May 2001, the five countries of the TRB have 
signed the Budapest Declaration. Working Groups were formed and focused the 
work on flood mitigation and protection. This is the only platform for cooperation 
that all the TRB countries recognize and support, although it does not hold the 
status of a trans-boundary river commission. 
 
• Tisza River Basin Sustainable Development Programme: this initiative was started 
in 2001 by UNDP Regional Bureau for Europe and the Commonwealth of 
Independent States (RBEC) and the Regional Environmental Center for Central 
and Eastern Europe (REC). The main goal of this program was to improve the life 
quality for the inhabitants of the basin through strengthening environmental 
governance based on sustainable development principles. The second phase of the 
program was finished in June 2004. 
 
In addition to the WFD, several other directives, related to the integrated management 
of water resources, provide a fundamental basis for the sustainable development of the 
TRB region. These include: 
 
•  EU Water Initiative, EECCA component: in order to support the achievement of 
the Millennium Development Goals for water and sanitation, the EU has started 
the Water Initiative in which principles of Integrated Water Resource 
Management (IWRM) are promoted. These principles link with those contained in 
the WFD. 
 
• EU Directives on the Protection of Wild Birds (79/409/EEC) and Fauna and 
Flora Habitats (92/43/EEC). A major objective of these legal standards is the 
conservation of biodiversity in Europe. For this purpose, both “improvement 
demands” and “deterioration bans” regarding environmental quality have been 
provided. Countries have to nominate “Natura 2000” sites, i.e. areas containing 
habitats and species of EU interest listed in the Directives above. 
 
•  EU Flood Communication: the European Commission (EC) has recently adopted 
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a Communication on “Flood risk management, flood prevention, protection and 
mitigation”. In October 2004, the EU Environment Ministers asked the 
Commission to present a programme of action in the first half of 2005. 
 
•  EU Seveso II Directive (96/82/EC): concerns the prevention of industrial 
accidents. In the light of recent industrial accidents (i.e. Toulouse, Baia Mare), 
this Directive was amended by the Directive 2003/105/EC. The most important 
extensions of the scope are to cover risks arising from storage and processing 
activities in mining, from pyrotechnic and explosive substances and from the 
storage of ammonium nitrate and ammonium nitrate-based fertilizers. Member 
states shall bring into force the laws, regulations and administrative provisions 
necessary to comply with this Directive before 1 July 2005. 
 
•  Draft EU Mine Waste Directive: deals with all wastes resulting from prospecting, 
extraction, treatment and storage of minerals. It provides for the application of 
Best Available Technology (BAT) for mine waste facilities, as well as for the 
obligation to draw up closure plans with a financial security to cover any 
environmental damage. A political agreement on the draft has been reached by the 
EU Environment Ministers in October 2004. 
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PART THREE:  TISZA RIVER BASIN MANAGEMENT PLAN 
Adapted from ICPDR.ORG 
 
5D: The Integrated Tisza River Basin Management Plan  
 
One of the key outcomes of the project UNDP/GEF Tisza Medium Size project is the 
development and implementation of an integrated management plan for the Tisza River 
Basin, which addresses water quality and water quantity.  
 
After two year of joint planning the draft Plan on the Integrated River Basin 
Management on the Tisza River Basin - shared by Hungary, Slovakia, Serbia, Romania 
and Ukraine - is available.  
 
The draft ITRBM Plan follows the structure of the Danube River Basin Management 
Plan, with information at a higher resolution for the Tisza River Basin. Besides the 
significant water management issues (organic, nutrient, hazardous substances pollution, 
hydromorphological alteration), emphasis is placed on water quantity issues (floods, 
drought and climate change) and particularly integration of these issues with water 
quality. The ITRBM Plan is supported by the UNDP/GEF Tisza MSP project via the 
preparation of national strategies on pollution reduction, and flood and drought 
mitigation as well as via the implemented pilot projects in the Tisza River Basin. The 
ITRBM Plan is based on Tisza countries’ national plans and is harmonized with the 
outcomes of the Danube River Basin Management Plan.  
 
This draft document has been prepared for the ICPDR Heads of Delegation for their 
meeting in June 2010 to further introduce it to the interested parties and stakeholders of 
the Tisza River Basin. After public consultation, a final plan will be presented to the 
ICPDR Heads of Delegation for their endorsement by the end of 2010.  
 
The draft of the ITRBM Plan was available for public comments between 21st June-
20th August 2010. Comments and feedback received in the consultation process were 
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collected and are under consideration for integration in the final Plan.  After the public 
consultation process, a final plan was initially scheduled to be presented to the ICPDR 
Heads of Delegation for their endorsement by the end of 2010.  
 
The draft ITRBM Plan includes data and contributions from Ukraine, Romania, 
Slovakia, Hungary and Serbia, provided until September 2009 (reference year 2007). 
Primarily data introduced in the document are from Danube GIS information, delivered 
by the Tisza countries.  
 
The ITRBM Plan is based on the Tisza countries’ national plans and is harmonized with 
the outcomes of the Danube River Basin Management Plan.  
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PART FOUR: SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT CHALLENGES IN THE TRB 
 
5E: Challenges  
(UNEP, 2004)224 
The main challenge in Ukraine seems to be financial resources, enforcement, effective 
monitoring and compliance with the EU WFD over time. 
 
Serbia is currently dealing with serious water management issues, particularly water 
quality and wastewater treatment, due to the lack of legislation and poor economic 
conditions. Water management is based on specific territories and there is little 
enforcement of the existing federal laws. Thus, the current situation in the country will 
require significant efforts and huge investments to allow compliance with the EU WFD 
in the timeframe established under the coordination of the ICPDR. 
 
One of the key principles of the WFD is that planning and management of all waters 
should consider water basins as comprehensive units, ranging from the very source of 
the watercourses to their outfall into the sea. This means that cooperation across 
national borders is essential for the Directive’s implementation. Although many efforts 
to strengthen cooperation in the TRB region have been undertaken in recent years, 
especially in the flood control field, there is still a lack of major and effective 
mechanisms for this purpose. Thus, there is a growing need to develop participatory 
frameworks for cooperation between countries, sectors, communities and stakeholders 
in the TRB. 
 
Another major implementation issue faced by the Tisza countries is related to their 
water management structure, which was not in line with the WFD’s river catchment 
approach.  
 
Before the Directive, water management used to be based on specific administrative 
territories and carried out separately. County councils were responsible for water 
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311	  
	  
planning and management within their own region and not within the river sub-basins. 
Thus, with the implementation of the Directive, significant changes to cope with its new 
requirements are necessary. Slovakia and Hungary have already applied the river basin 
management approach to their water policies, and have established water management 
authorities for river basins. Romania is an exception, since its water management was 
already based on sub-basin districts, each with its management unit. This constitutes an 
advantage for Romania in the implementation process of the WFD. In Ukraine, river 
basin management is still based on the administrative boundary criteria.  
 
Although Ukraine’s key water policy document “State Programme on the Development 
of Water Husbandry” encompasses major integrated water management principles, it 
does not specify the setting up of a water management body for the TRB.  
In Serbia, the Water Management Master Plan adopted in 2002 does not reflect a river 
basin management approach in line with the WFD. The document focuses mainly on 
developing a “unique” water management system for the country, probably due to 
administrative problems raised by the territorial division of Serbia and Montenegro. 
 
 
 
Box 5C. The Integrated Sustainable Development Strategy Challenge 
Source: Becker (2005) 
 
There is growing recognition throughout the TRB of the urgent need for an Integrated 
Sustainable Development Strategy (ISDS) for the region. The main objective of such a 
strategy would be to promote the coordinated development and management of water, 
land and other resources in order to maximize the resultant economic and social welfare 
in an equitable manner, without compromising the sustainability of the vital ecosystem. 
 
An ISDS for the TRB would take the concept of Integrated Water Resources 
Management (IWRM), incorporating all the relevant environmental policies into the 
planning framework but, at the same time, allowing for a deeper and wider planning 
scope. This Strategy would also meet the requirements of the WFD, while further 
addressing sustainability issues in the water, agriculture, energy, industry and forestry 
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sectors, as well as poverty issues. Important issues such as land use (particularly 
biodiversity and forest management), sustainable use of mineral resources, tourism 
development and natural hazards management would be dealt with in this policy 
document, providing effective cross-sectoral measures for improvement. The 
development of such a complex strategy would take into account what already has been 
attained through the EU accession process and the EU and GEF support to the ICPDR 
in implementation of the WFD, as well as the UNDP sustainable development 
initiatives in the basin. It would also be in line with the GEF project on the Tisza River 
Basin. 
 
An interesting step towards a more comprehensive approach is the Water, Food, 
Environment Dialogue (CEE WFE), where officials, experts and NGOs of the CEE 
region (Global water Partnership, WWF, International Commission on Irrigation and 
Drainage) discuss ways and procedures to implement the WFD (and other EU 
Directives) leading to a more integrated, inter-sectional manner to approach the 
different agricultural, environmental and water related aspects (Ijjas, 2001)225.  
Organized under the framework of the Global WFE Dialogue (Dialogue on Water for 
Food and Environment), it is essentially a dialogue on the Implementation of the EU 
Water Framework Directive in Agricultural Water Management in Central and Eastern 
European EU Candidate Countries. 
 
The target of the Dialogue is to discuss problems associated with implementation of the 
WFD, to indicate possibilities and measures of its dissemination in rural areas, to 
combat organizational obstacles and particularly to stimulate contacts and cooperation 
between specialists of water management, agriculture and environmental protection.  
 
The CEE Dialogue is a decentralized, multi-year process, with milestones at the 3rd and 
4th World Water Forum. The overall organisation and timing of the CEE Dialogue is 
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 Ijjas, I. et al (2001): Dialogue on Water, Food and Environment in Central and Eastern  
Europe. Version 1. August, 2001. GWP-CEE, ICID-ERWG and WWF Danube-  
Carpathian Programme. Retrieved from: www.bvsde.paho.org/bvsacd/dialogo/ijjas.pdf	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co-ordinated with the Global Dialogue activities as well as with the overall work 
programme of the Common Implementation Strategy of the EU Water Framework 
Directive.  The CEE Dialogue is coordinated also with other relevant activities of the 
GWP CEE, ERWG ICID, WWF Danube-Carpathian Programme and WWF Europe. 
The key issues, principles and tools of Dialogue processes were agreed on the global 
and CEE WFE meetings on “How to organize Dialogue processes”. 
The EU Working Document on CAP and WFD was considered as the most important 
EU document developed by the European Commission in 2003 for the implementation 
of the WFD in the field of Water, Agriculture and Environment. It was agreed to 
continue the cooperation between ICID, GWP and WWF in 2003 with the Dialogue on 
this document (Ijjas, 2005 as cited in Becker, 2005).  
 
The discussions revealed that to meet WFD requirements is not enough. A delicate 
balance has to be reached by meeting EU water and common agricultural policies and 
by being competitive without increasing the burden on the environment under harsh 
conditions of limited subsidy (average 15% compared with 40-60% in EU). To raise the 
relatively low living standards typical in agriculture in all CEE countries 
reconsideration of subsidiary policy is needed. Compensation of people living in 
disadvantageous areas is also needed for achieving social justice and environment-
friendly investments must be encouraged by adequate incentives. The EU WFD 
stipulates the planning of action plans necessary for meeting the environmental 
objectives and does not deal with programmes related to social and economic objectives 
(Ijjas, 2001). 
The Knowledge Base will be the scientific core of the Dialogue. An enhanced CEE 
knowledge base will feed the dialogue to establish credible and authoritative knowledge 
accepted by both agricultural and environmental constituencies. The knowledge base 
would focus on improving agricultural production and achieving environmental security 
and on impacts of past development as well as on evaluation of options for future 
development (Ijjas, 2001).  
Many problems associated with the co-existence of the three elements: water, 
agriculture and environment are not yet finally solved. Interdisciplinary studies are 
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needed as well as the stimulation of dialogue and discussion among specialists in 
ecology, agronomy, economy, water management etc. The dialogue carried out both 
home and internationally is expected to bring definite results and to enable the 
improvement of environmental status and water resources (Ijjas, 2001).  
Poverty 
Integrated water management issues and related issues on industry and mining, forestry 
and agriculture are closely interlinked with poverty in the TRB. Problems with adequate 
access to water for household use, food production and industrial processes and the lack 
of a clean environment for people living in the region are among the basic contributing 
factors of poverty. A Strategy for the Tisza would thus focus on the sustainable 
management of water and land resources, giving priority to the review of water, 
sanitation and productive water infrastructure, aiming at eradicating poverty. It would 
also promote economic prosperity and reduce poverty by clearly establishing people’s 
rights to use land and water, and ensuring more agricultural jobs and crops. 
 
A key element towards integrated sustainable development and effective trans-boundary 
cooperation in the region is the political commitment of all the TRB countries, taking 
into account conflicting regional interests for water use.  
 
Political commitment of the Tisza countries could be established through the adoption 
of effective instruments (i.e. agreements, protocols, plans) for this purpose. This would 
not be duplicating the current efforts for promoting cooperation throughout the region, 
but would complement the actual framework of commitment for these works. The 
establishment of an institutional body or a commission for the management of the TRB 
has been suggested by some regional assessments carried out by the EU-PHARE 
Programme (International Cooperation for the Management of the TRB), UNEP 
(Integrated River Basin Management and Environmentally Sustainable Regional 
Development in the Tisza River Region) and UNDP/REC (TRB Sustainable 
Development Programme). In spite of these concrete proposals to create an effective 
mechanism of coordination encompassing much more than water management in the 
entire TRB, there has been an evident lack of progress on such area.  
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A successful example of a river basin agreement, which provides for sustainable water 
management, river basin management plan and regime of navigation, was achieved in 
the Sava River Basin. To implement the agreement contracted by the Parties, the Sava 
River Basin Commission was established and a joint River Basin Management Plan was 
recently developed. 
 
The development of effective tools such as protocols or plans would be necessary to 
deal with major components of an ISDS for the TRB (e.g. integrated water and land 
resources management), ensuring thus its full implementation. 
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PART FIVE: TRB MAIN FEATURES AND CONCERNS 
 
 (UNEP, 2004)226 
 
5F. Hydrography 
 
The TRB is divided into three main parts: 
 
 The mountainous Upper Tisza in Ukraine: the headwater section upstream of the 
Ukrainian-Hungarian border, including the border sector and tributaries of 
Romania; 
 The Middle Tisza in Hungary: receives the largest tributaries Bodrog River and 
Slana/Sajo River collecting water from the Carpathian Mountains in Slovakia 
and Ukraine as well as the Somes/Szamos River, the Crisul/Koros River system 
and the Mures/Maros River draining Transylvania in Romania; 
 The Lower Tisza downstream of the Hungarian-Serbian border, where it receives 
the Bega/Begej River and small tributaries through the Danube-Tisa-Danube 
Canal System; 
 
The Upper Tisza catchment area covers only 2 per cent of the Ukrainian territory and 
lies in the Zakarpatska Oblast, with 1.3 million inhabitants. Most of the Ukrainian basin 
area is located in the Eastern Carpathian Mountains, with the highest elevation peak of 
2,061 m and average elevation of 550 m. The largest part of the TRB lies in Romania 
(72,636 km2). The basin area is located in the western, central and north-western parts 
of the country. It has 6,095,024 inhabitants and represents about a third of both the total 
land surface and population of Romania. The TRB occupies an area of 15,250 km2 in 
southern Slovakia. Some lowlands occur in the south, on the edges of the Pannonian 
basin.  
 
Almost 50 per cent of the Hungarian territory is covered by the Middle and Lower 
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Tisza, which flows through typical lowlands of the Great Plain.  
  
The Lower Tisza also lies within the northern part of Serbia (Backa and Banat areas), 
covering 10 per cent of the country’s territory.  
 
5G. Hydrophysical 
 
Surface and Ground Water Quality  
The surface water quality in the TRB is mainly affected by industrial and municipal 
pollution, agricultural run off and accidental wastewater discharges. The degree of 
pollution varies, with areas where water is polluted in concentrations regularly 
exceeding the limits and areas where concentrations are less than the maximum 
permitted. For example, in the Romanian TRB, in spite of recent improvements, 
elevated amounts of wastewater produced by major industrial and municipal pollution 
sources are still discharged into river systems untreated or insufficiently treated.  In 
Hungary, the run off from agricultural lands increases the sediment loading of the Tisza, 
reducing the efficiency of downstream impoundments and damaging the composition 
and productivity of the riverine ecosystem. As a consequence, the impacts of pollution 
from both point and non-point sources are significant in the TRB, limiting the 
availability of water resources. These affect the human health (via food and drinking 
water), the access to healthy fisheries, the safety to human settlements, and the 
development of a tourism industry capable of competing with less environmentally-
challenged regions.  
 
Serious temporary water quality problems are still caused on some small watercourses 
in Hungary and Romania as a consequence of overloading by effluents from municipal 
sewage treatment plants. Analogous problems were recorded in streams in the low plain 
of Serbia, where an increased number of polluting events leading to the oxygen deficit 
was detected as a result of elevated temperatures and droughts. 
 
Similarly, ground water quality in the TRB is affected by pollution from industry, agro-
chemicals, livestock farming and urban wastewater. High pollution with fertilizers and 
pesticides used in agriculture occurs in the vicinities of major industrial production sites 
	  
	  
318	  
	  
and in croplands. This diffuse pollution, mostly nitrates and limited phosphates, affects 
individual wells in rural areas and the exploration for drinking water. Pollution resulting 
from industrial processes that include a large variety of polluting agents (e.g. heavy 
metals, oil products) is mainly detected in areas close to industrial sites (existing and 
old ones). In addition, underground water pollution from urban wastewater and 
livestock farming (organic substances, nitrogen-based substances, bacteria, etc.) occurs 
in major towns and zoo-technical complexes due to inadequate or insufficient waste 
water treatment. In the lower Tisza in Serbia, the public water supply systems are 
characterized by exclusive abstraction of ground water, with more than 80 per cent of 
the urban population connected to the system. However, ground water reserves are 
continuously declining in the region of northern Banat - the water table of the second 
water-bearing stratum fell at some points by 10 to 27 m during the past 10 years. 
Therefore, pollution of the Tisza River, which can potentially be used for domestic 
water supply, poses a serious problem in this area. 
 
The New Vásárhelyi Plan for the Tisza River, Hungary. 
Following the severe floods of the Tisza between 1998 and 2002, the Hungarian 
government has adopted an ambitious flood safety plan, the New Vásárhelyi Plan. This 
plan includes the diversion control of peak flood flows, the retention, use and 
subsequent return of water to the river, and a further water emergency storage and 
transfer to areas with short supply. 
In parallel to enhancing flood safety, the plan is oriented to the development of agro- 
ecological farming practices, ecotourism and nature conservation, in which the 
constructed water reservoirs play an essential role in changing the landscape 
structure and land uses. Adapted cultivation techniques in the adjacent areas to the 
reservoirs will ensure higher income levels and support sustainable rural 
development, independent of flooding events. 
 
The Stage I of the plan was scheduled for the period 2004-2007, with total estimated 
costs of HUF 130 billion from which one-fourth is to be financed by the EU. This first 
stage includes the construction of six emergency reservoirs along the upper and middle 
Tisza sections in order to enhance the level of flood safety, and the clearing of the flood 
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bed to improve its conveying capacity. The preparatory work for the Stage II was 
expected to be completed by June 2005. 
 
Waste Water 
Throughout the TRB, there is a lack of municipal wastewater treatment facilities. 
Though some cities and towns have more up-to-date standards, the majority of 
inhabitants live where wastewater treatment is lacking or badly operating. In some 
areas, less then 50 per cent of the urban population is connected to public sewerage 
systems, while septic tanks are widely used. As a result, raw and partially treated sewer 
is dumped into the tributaries of the Tisza. In addition, run off from stockyards and 
animal wastes flow into the Tisza River, increasing the organic loading and bacterial 
levels of the waters. While steps are being taking to improve these conditions under the 
EU Urban Waste Water Directive and the GEF Danube Regional Project intervention, 
in some cases there are areas where more than 80 per cent of municipal wastewater 
enter the Tisza and its tributaries untreated. 
 
5H. Environmental 
 
Major accidental spills in the TRB 
The most significant accidental spill in the TRB occurred in Baia Mare, on 30 January 
2000, when a tailing dam operated by Aurul S.A. company (currently Transgold S.A.) 
broke due to an overflow. The result was a spill of about 100,000 m3 of liquid and 
slurries containing about 50 to 100 tonnes of cyanide, as well as significant amounts of 
heavy metals. The contaminant spill was released into the closest river system and 
travelled via tributaries into the river Somes, Tisza and Danube before reaching the 
Black Sea, affecting most Romania, Hungary, and to a lesser extent, Serbia and 
Montenegro.  
 
The International Task Force for assessing the Baia Mare accident (BMTF 2000) 
concluded, that the accident was caused by inappropriately designed tailings facilities 
and inadequate monitoring and operation procedures as well as maintenance of the 
dams. Severe but not exceptional rainy weather conditions contributed to the accident. 
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No human health impacts were recorded due to positive circumstances and because the 
ICDPR warning system was put into action immediately. Still, the impacts on the 
environment and on the livelihoods in the fishing and tourism sectors were serious 
despite the (lucky) dispersing and wash away effect of a simultaneous severe flood. The 
accident had few lasting impacts and the river recovered surprisingly well. 
 
Another important accidental spill happened in Baia Borsa, Romania, on 10 March 
2000, as a consequence of an overflow and breach of the Novat tailings dam operated 
by the state-owned mining company REMIN S.A. 100,000 m3 of sludge with about 
20,000 tons of solid tailings containing elevated amounts of heavy metals were released 
into the Viseu River, a tributary of the Tisa River in northern Romania. The causes of 
the break were similar to those of the Aurul accident, as design deficiencies, operational 
shortcomings and unusual weather. 
 
On 17 September 2003, a five-kilometer oil slick formed on the Latorica River in 
western Ukraine's Trans-Carpathian region, as a result of a Druzhba oil pipeline 
incident. Although the spill was largely contained, and downstream nations were little 
impacted, the treatment of such accidents remains an ever-present concern. Numerous 
accident ‘hotspots’ in the TRB continue to pose a serious threat for the environment 
(Figure 5B).  
Figure 5B: Potential accident risk spots in the TRB, with zoom in on the Maramures 
mining region (UNEP, 2004). 
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6. INTERNATIONAL DNIESTER RIVER BASIN 
	  
6.1. Introduction  
Source: Buijs (2010)227 
 
The Dniester River is a transborder river with a length of 1380 km, which starts in the 
Ukrainian Carpathians, flows through Moldova and reaches Ukraine again near the 
Black Sea.  
 
Figure 6.1: Map of Dniester River Basin (Buijs, 2010) 
 
The Dniester river water flows from Ukraine to the Republic of Moldova and then back 
into Ukraine before being discharged into the Black Sea.  
The Dniester is generally divided into three reaches: 
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• Upper Carpathian Dniester where (in the Carpathian Mountains (including 
    foothills) over 50% of the Dniester flow is collected: 
•  Middle Podol Dniester;  
•  Lower Dniester. 
(For a more detailed description of the river’s hydrography, see Annex 5, section 6H) 
The Basin’s hydrographic network is dominated by over 14,000 small rivers, which are 
up to 10 km long. The lack of large tributaries and presence of numerous small streams 
is a characteristic hydrographic feature of the Dniester River Basin (DRB).  
The Dniester River Basin extends into one of the poorest and densely populated  (over 
110 people / km2) Eastern European regions, hosting almost 8 million people  -  more  
than  5 million people living in Ukraine and  about 2.7 million people in Moldova  - 
with a historically significant presence of Roma minorities scattered throughout 
Ukraine, but their largest concentrations are in Transcapathia (upper DBR), 
and Odessa oblast,  and in   Moldova in particular  in lower  DRB.   
 
The DRB is the main source of drinking water in Moldova (80%) and a significant part 
of Ukraine, especially the City of Odessa.  
 
6.1.a.  Environmental Distinctiveness 
The bio-geographical setting of Dniester is unique, with its upper section lying near the 
Vistula River. For many centuries Dniester has been known as the Amber Route, 
connecting the Black Sea with the Baltic Sea. The Dniester/Prut water divide is the area 
where the sources of the left-bank Prut tributaries are located in the immediate 
proximity to the Dniester River bank, thereby providing a hydraulic continuity between 
the Dniester and Danube Basins. The inter-basin links have promoted the migration of 
aquatic species and mutual enhancement of flora and fauna in these Basins. Another 
factor contributing to the Basin’s biodiversity is a characteristic vertical zonation of its 
ecosystem that comprises species groups from mountain, sub-mountain and lowland 
water bodies. The lowland mouth section of the Dniester Basin is a unique and highly 
productive ecosystem, sustaining a wide range of plant and animal life. 
The bird life in the Dniester Wetlands is especially spectacular in autumn, during the 
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post-nesting and migration periods, when numerous shallows, islets and feeding bases 
are occupied by various birds. By the Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine 
No. 935 of 23 February 1995, the Ukrainian part of the Dniester Estuary was included 
into the list of internationally recognized wetlands. The transborder Dniester Wetlands, 
150.000 ha  ( 90.000 Ukraine - 60.000 Moldova)  is a protected area enjoying the 
Ramsar Convention  international recognition .Dniester Wetlands play a vital role in 
maintaining the water balance and supporting the Basin’s biological diversity. They 
include many ecosystems that provide varied habitats and rich food base for migratory 
birds, mammals, amphibians and reptiles. The estuarine and littoral areas of the Dniester 
Wetlands are essential elements of the Dniester Basin’s ecological network, which is 
also part of the national and European ecological network.  
The Dniester Wetlands have shown their potential as a unique target for developing and 
strengthening international cooperation with the Republic of Moldova, planning and 
implementing joint conservation measures, research programs, etc. 
The Dniester Basin’s biological diversity has been shaped by various natural factors, 
though its current state is largely a reflection of increasing human pressures in the 
Basin. 
 
6.1.b. Selected Socioeconomic features 
Within Ukraine, the Dniester River sustains a large multi-sectoral economy, comprising 
heavily polluting mining activities (potassium salts, sulphur, gas, oil, building materials 
etc.); chemical industries, oil refineries, machine-building plants, food and textile 
industries. The most heavily polluting industries are concentrated in the upper part of 
the Basin, where the Dniester River collects 70% of its flow. 
Currently, the hydropower sector is by far the largest water user in the Basin.  
Two hydropower plants were constructed along the Dniester River: the Dubossary HPP 
(1954) and Novo-Dniestrovsky HPP (1983).  
Hydropower is one of the major sectors affecting the ecological status of the Dniester 
Basin. The extremely high anthropogenic pressures have undermined the Dniester’s 
self-purifying capacity, which is no longer sufficient to restore the disturbed ecological 
equilibrium. 
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Agriculture in Ukraine and Moldova is dominated by grain farming, sugar beet 
production, vegetable growing, gardening, and livestock farming, which are considered 
the most significant contributors to the deterioration of environment and water 
resources. Large areas of intensive irrigated agriculture, both in Ukraine and Moldova, 
and soil erosion contribute significantly to the contamination of water bodies by 
nutrients and chemical fertilizers. 
Moldova’s economy is export-oriented and dependent on imported energy resources.  
The Dniester River sustains about 54% of the national economy of the Republic of 
Moldova. During the period 1990-1999, the Moldovan and Ukrainian economies were 
hard hit by the dramatic decline in production outputs, financial inflows and capital 
investments, and the Dniester Basin was no exception. In Moldova, certain signs of 
growth have started to manifest themselves since 1999. 
 
6.2. Main Transborder Concerns 
There are four main features in the DRB that have significant impact on the uses, 
management and environmental welfare of DRB waters: 
 
• The geopolitical context that came into being after the dissolution of USSR:  
1. Moldova is a land locked country whose political landscape is marred by 
the ‘Frozen Transdniestrian Conflict’, a ‘hurting’ political stalemate 
(OSCE, 2003)228; 
 
2. Ukraine’s territorial sovereignty extends all the way to the upper and delta 
region of DRB;   
 
• The two main229 hydro facilities:  
1. The Dniestrovsky Hydropower Station and Pumping Storage Facility  - 
built in the ’80s for regulating the Dniester River flows it has significantly 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
228 OSCE (2003) Presentation “Frozen” conflicts in Europe - the approach of democratic security: the case of Transnistria. 
Retrieved from: www.osce.org/moldova/20728 
229
 For a more extensive coverage on the Dniestrovsky and Dubossary facilities, see Annex Part 2, 6B.  
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altered the biosphere of the DRB and it can be considered a new boundary 
in the division of the Dniester river into reaches (OSCE, 2005)230.  
For a more detailed overview of the significant anthropogenic causes that 
have altered the TRB environment see Annex Part 2, 6B and Part 3, 6D. 
2. The Dubossary Reservoir located within the borders of Moldova  
 
• The excessive industrial pollution levels and sediment231 loads. The Dniester 
is currently facing severe environmental problems due to pollution and 
impacts associated with the water flow regime. The environmental 
degradation of the Dniester River is made worse by the frozen Trans-
Dniestrian conflict, which inter alia impacts negatively on the use of joint 
infrastructure for wastewater treatment. The problem takes on transborder 
dimensions as polluted water flows into Moldova from Ukraine and thereafter 
back into Ukraine again and is discharged into the Black Sea south-west of the 
city of Odessa. Given the importance of the Dniester as a source of drinking 
water for major cities such as Odessa, the current level of pollution seems to 
threaten not only the environment but also human health; 
 
• Widespread poverty and the fact that the majority of people are living in a 
highly distressed economic environment; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
230 Source: OSCE(2005). Transboundary Diagnostic study for the Dniester River Basin. OSCE/UNECE Project: Transboundary 
Co-operation and Sustainable Management of the Dniester River. Retrieved from: www.osce.org/eea/38320 
231 The volume of sediments discharged by the Dniester river (1,73million tons) in the Black Sea is estimated to double those of 
the much bigger Dnieper (0,8 million tons), making Dniester a significant contributor to the total suspended solid load received by 
the Black Sea. Source:OSCE (2005).   
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Box 6.1. On the Transnistrian Region of the Republic of Moldova 
Source: Buijs (2010)  
Moldova faces a still unresolved territorial conflict. The area situated at the left bank 
part of the Dniester River claims autonomy and independence from the Republic of 
Moldova (some of the area, including the city of Bendery, is situated at the right bank). 
The Pridnistrovskaia Moldavskaia Respublica, however, is not acknowledged as an 
independent state by the international community. 
Out of 2.7 million inhabitants living inside the Dniester Basin part of Moldova, about 
555 thousand inhabitants (or 20%) live in the Transnistrian Region, with larger cities 
like Tiraspol and Bender situated relatively close to the Ukrainian part of the Lower 
Dniester. 
In practice, the Transnistrian Region of Moldova falls outside the reach of the 
authorities in Chisinau, including laws and policies in the sphere of water management. 
Any arrangements agreed with and by Moldova’s government will not automatically be 
enacted in the Transnistrian Region. 
 
6.2. Cooperation in the Dniester River Basin 
During Soviet times the water basin was managed as one system but since 1991 
Moldova and Ukraine have been separately managing their respective parts in 
accordance with the “ Bilateral Agreement between the Government of Ukraine and the 
Government of the Republic of Moldova regarding the Joint Use and Protection of 
Border Waters” which was signed in 1994 and instituted the Meeting of 
Plenipotentiaries as a cooperative mechanism. 
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Box 6.2. Political and Institutional Setting: Joint Bodies 
Source: Waterwiki (2009)232 
Plenipotentiaries are appointed to facilitate implementation of the Agreement between 
the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine of 1994. 
Major challenges and perspectives for cooperation. 
The plenipotentiaries have established four working groups (one of them deals with the 
Dniester River). A transboundary diagnostic study in the Dniester River Basin was 
developed in 2005 (as part of the Dniester I project spearheaded by OSCE and UNECE, 
see Box 6.4).  
In 2006, the plenipotentiaries adopted three Regulations: Floods Protection at the 
Transboundary Watercourses and Inner Waters; Water-Ecological Monitoring and 
Water Quality Control; Actions in Case of Emergency Pollution.  
In 2007, the plenipotentiaries adopted two Regulations: Stakeholder Participation in 
Activities of the Plenipotentiaries; and Cooperation on the Joint Management of 
Dniester River Basin Website233.  
There are suggestions to ensure permanent participation in the work of plenipotentiaries 
of environmental, health and emergency authorities (some representatives are included 
in the working groups; however, they participate only from time to time). It is suggested 
that more attention be paid to such functions as prevention of water pollution, 
assessment of biological resources, and development of IWRM schemes. It may be 
expedient to establish cooperation with other joint bodies, including those established 
for the protection of the Black Sea environment.  
Within the framework of an ENVSEC project, drafts were developed of a Regulation on 
Cooperation in Sanitary Epidemiological Monitoring of Water Quality, and an 
Agreement on Cooperation in the Protection and Sustainable Development of the 
Dniester River Basin. The latter provides for the establishment of a joint commission.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
232 Waterwiki.net.’Dniester’(n.d.). Retrieved from: 
http://waterwiki.net/index.php/Dniester#Water_Basin_Profile:_Physical_and_Hydrological_Characteristics 
	  
233 http://www.dniester.org 
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Even though this cooperation is working with regard to the sectorial issues of water 
sharing, uses234 and flood control, it has proved to be ‘impotent’ in addressing the 
severe environmental degradation issues. Such systematic ‘failure’ highlights the need 
for an integrated, basinwide approach to water resources management. 
 
According to OSCE (2005)235: 
  
•    Under the present arrangement, natural resources (including water resources of 
the Dniester Basin) are managed on the basis of administrative boundaries, 
rather than on a river basin level;  
 
•    An integrated river basin management cannot be introduced in the absence of 
institutional structures with adequate mandates and areas of responsibility”. 
 
•   The current water legislation of the riparian parties does not provide the 
sufficient level of convergence towards existing internationally recognized 
practices, approaches and principles, especially with respect to the integrated 
basin management concept and public participation in decision-making, though 
these aspects have been addressed to some extent in a number of laws. 
 
Box 6.3. Rationale for Cooperation in the Dniester Basin 
Source: OSCE (2005) 
Both states understand the main perils the Dniester Basin faces and they clearly 
acknowledge the need for moving towards an integrated basin approach that will ensure 
sustainable use of land and water resources and hedge the risk of environmental 
disasters.  
The key driver of cooperation in the Dniester River Basin is water security. As 
previously seen, water security is the reliable availability of an acceptable quality and 
quantity of water for a specific need.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
234  See Annex 6, Part 2, 6B. 
	  
235 Source: OSCE. (2005). See note 230. 
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The Dniester River’s natural flow is decreasing.236 The significant seasonal variability 
to which its flow is subject has resulted in the construction of two large reservoirs, used 
for regulating and normalizing its flow (OSCE, 2005).  
Ukraine’s interests in cooperating are furthered by its need to be able to provide clean 
drinking water to Odessa (quality), while Moldova’s interests are primarily rooted in 
safeguarding the volumes required for operating its hydropower plants (quantity). 
 
Considering that both Moldova and Ukraine are: 
•    Non EU Member States signatories to the Danube River Protection Conventions 
Agreement and Parties to the ICPDR with which they collaborate for the 
development of  (international) Tisza and Prut River Basin Management Plans;  
•    Signatories to the UNECE Water Convention and other international 
Conventions; 
•    Member Parties to the Black Sea Commission;  
•    Members of OSCE;  
•    Aspiring to become Members of the European Union eventually, 
 
The ongoing EU WFD harmonization efforts expended in the making of the Prut, Tisza 
and Western Bug River Basin Plans-within the task force jointly set up by the ICPDR 
and the Black Sea (DABLAS) for an integrated management of Danube and Black Sea 
water resources- bode well for the establishment of an apt transborder basin unit for 
enabling IWRM. 
 
The recognition of this ‘harmonization’ aim was reflected in 2002 when OSCE and 
UNECE teamed up to develop and implement the projects: DNIESTER I; DNIESTER 
II and DNIESTER III, whose most significant outputs are presented in Box 6.3.   
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
236 See Annex 6, part 5, section 6I for more on Dniester’s natural flow.	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Box 6.4. Dniester I; Dniester II and Dniester III: Outputs and Achievements  
Source: OSCE (2007)237 
Dniester I: The project resulted in a Transboundary Diagnostic Study for the Dniester 
River Basin and established a network of stakeholders  (2004-2005). Its main outputs 
were:  
 Status and Options for Enhancing the International Legal Framework of  
 Transboundary Cooperation on the Protection and Sustainable Management of  
 the Dniester River Basin (legal due diligence); 
 Transboundary Diagnostic Study for the Dniester River Basin (publication) 
 Protocol of Intentions regarding cooperation for the environmental  
 rehabilitation of the Dniester river basin (2005).  
Dniester II: resulted in the “Action Programme to Improve Transboundary Cooperation 
and Sustainable Management of the Dniester River Basin” (2006-2007).	  
Based on the results of the Dniester-I, the project was implemented by OSCE and 
UNECE in collaboration with authorities and NGOs in Moldova and Ukraine. The 
following documents were the results of the project implementation: 
 Action programme to improve transborder cooperation and sustainable  
 management of the Dniester river basin in the period 2007-2010. Project  
 results (publication); 
 Action program to improve transborder cooperation and sustainable management  
 of the Dniester river basin in the period 2007-10; 
 Draft Agreement on cooperation on conservation and sustainable development of  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
237 
OSCE.(2007).To improve transboundary cooperation and sustainable management of the Dniester River Basin. Action 
Program.Retrieved from: www.osce.org/eea/24482	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 the Dniester River basin identifies principles and areas of cooperation, guidelines  
 and standards. The establishment of a Commission on Sustainable Use and  
 Protection of the Dniester River basin is envisaged under this new Dniester  
 Agreement;  
 Draft Provision on public participation in the work of the Dniester Commission  
 and decision-making with regard to the condition of the Dniester River  
 Basin establishes a detailed procedure for public participation in the work of the  
 Dniester Commission; 
 Regulation on stakeholder participation in the activities of the institution of  
 Plenipotentiaries aims at improving stakeholder participation in the work under  
 the 1994 Agreement, based on the principles of the Aarhus Convention. The  
 Regulation was signed and entered into force on 19 December 2007; 
 Draft Regulation on cooperation on sanitary-epidemiological control of water  
 quality in the transborder Moldovan-Ukrainian section of the Dniester River basin  
 and the transborder rivers of the Black Sea basin. The document aims at resuming  
 Moldovan-Ukrainan cooperation on sanitary-epidemiological water quality issues;  
 Regulation on Moldovan-Ukrainian cooperation in the management of the joint  
 Dniester River basin website defines the procedure for a systematic update of the  
 Dniester River basin website. The Regulation was signed and entered into force  
 on 19 December 2007. 
Dniester III: “Transboundary cooperation and sustainable management in the Dniester 
River basin: Phase III - Implementation of the Action Program”. The project, which 
started in 2009 with the support of the Swedish and Finnish governments, was 
implemented by OSCE, UNECE and UNEP in close collaboration with authorities and 
NGOs from Moldova and Ukraine. The aim of the project was to improve cooperation 
between Moldova and Ukraine on joint management of the Dniester River basin. The 
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principal tasks of the project were to: 
 promote the adoption of the new Dniester River basin Agreement  
 facilitate cooperation between sanitary-epidemiological services of the two states 
 support activities on biodiversity conservation (with focus on fisheries) 
 facilitate information exchange at the national and basin-wide levels, and 
 raise public awareness and media coverage of the Dniester River basin  
 environmental issues. 
 
6.3. ‘Public Participation’ in the DRB (OSCE, 2005) 
(NOTE: In carrying out the Dniester II and Dniester III projects, the OSCE and 
UNECE have availed of local NGOs for raising public awareness while relying on their 
institutional role for fostering the dialogue with the political and administrative 
competent authorities.)  
The sustainable and wise use of the Dniester is possible only through a 
“multistakeholder” approach in which all interested parties represented by governmental 
agencies, businesses, scientists, politicians and civil society are involved in the 
decision-making process. Thus, there is a pressing need for a ‘social partnership (Eco-
TIRAS, 2008)238. 
In 1999, Moldova and Ukraine ratified the Aarhus Convention, which, along with the 
relevant national laws, forms a legal basis for the NGO activities and their relations with 
the state authorities (See Part 1, Annex 6A for other international conventions signed by 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
238 Transboundary Dniester River Basin Management and the EU Water Framework Directive. Proceedings of the International 
Conference (2008).Retrieved from: http://eco-tiras.org/books/Dniester-%2008-BOOK_new.pdf	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Moldova and Ukraine).  
The Law “On Access to Information” was adopted in Moldova in 2000 to ensure that 
the right of the public to information is realized. In Ukraine, the information right of the 
public is supported and protected by the Laws of Ukraine “On Information” and “On 
Public Appeals”. Both in Moldova and Ukraine, the right of the public to participate in 
decision-making on environmental issues is stipulated by the national laws and 
regulations.  
The fact is, however, that public participation in the governance decision-making 
process remains rather limited. There is little or no public involvement in the local 
budget planning process, preparation and discussion of regional development plans. In 
other words, there remains a significant space for increasing and enhancing the level of 
public participation in the strategic planning process, with a particular focus on the 
sustainability aspects. In order to ensure a greater and more effective participation of the 
public in these processes, the law enforcement mechanism needs to be enhanced. In 
addition, there is an obvious requirement for more efficient information management 
and dissemination procedures.  
 
As it currently stands, public participation in the TRB is essentially a connection with 
extremely limited ‘bandwidth’, which as such, is unable to establish a meaningful 
(potent), direct two-way dataflow between the ‘servers’ of authorities and those of the 
public and has to be relayed through representative intermediaries.  
 
An insightful analysis of the dialogue/interplay between civil society (as represented by 
NGO ‘lobbying activism’) and the local and international authorities is provided by 
Trombitsky (2007)239. In his work, the author sheds light on how this dialogue/interplay 
is:  
 legitimating the novel spatial dimension of the basin as the fundamentally  
 hydrological unit needed for ‘activating’ real IWRM in the TRB’s highly  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
239 Trombitsky, I.(2007). Integrated Management of Transboundary Dniester River and Consolidating Role of NGOs in Conditions 
of Frozen Conflict.Second Preparatory Conference to the 15th OSCE Econonic and Environmental Forum, Zaragoza, Spain (12-
13/03/2007).  Retrieved from: www.osce.org/eea/24482 
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 administrative and sector oriented transborder management regime240; 
 
 being ‘facilitated’ by OSCE and UNECE, whose involvement in the TRB has  
 yielded a project for sustainable river basin management in the region founded  
 on an integrated approach,   which sees water as a way to dialogue, and  
 consequently, peace.  
  
Trombitsky (2007) presents an overview of the NGOs most significant efforts in their 
lobbyist activities aimed at an environmentally friendly and sustainable regime for the 
TRB. Historically, environmental NGOs have played a significant role in promoting 
social partnerships and relations between the broad public and the authorities in order to 
ensure sound and equitable environmental management at all governance levels (OSCE, 
2005).   
 
In the TRB, a high level of  ‘eco-friendly’ NGO ‘activism’ has ushered in the 
organization of several international conferences on water, health and biodiversity 
issues related to the Dniester (see Box 6.5 for more on NGOs in the DRB).  
 
 
6.5. NGOs in the DRB 
Source: Trombitsky (2007) 
There is an extensive network of environmental NGOs in the Dniester Basin, both 
within Ukraine and Moldova, with their efforts being focused on improving the 
ecological status of the Basin and its water resources.  
 
Only within the Transdniestrean Region, the environmental NGO network comprises of 
about 15 NGOs and five information resource centres that have specialized 
environmental libraries. These NGOs contribute significantly to the regional studies, 
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 This dialogue was also partially rendered through the presentation of  “the Dniester case” at the Second Preparatory Conference 
to the 15th OSCE Economic and Environmental Forum Zaragoza,Spain (see note 9) by the representatives of the main eco oriented  
internationally renowned NGOs in the  “Dniester basin”.    
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environmental education, and development of eco-tourism potential.  
 
In Ukraine, the environmental NGO activities are coordinated through the Dniester 
Basin Working Group, operating within the Ukrainian River Basin NGO Network, 
which comprises 21 non- governmental organizations.  
 
These organizations have had a major impact on increasing broad public understanding 
of the fact that society is collectively responsible for the environmental degradation in 
the Dniester Basin. 
 
The Moldovan and Ukrainian NGOs have established and maintained close and 
continuous cooperative links. They initiated and held three international scientific and 
practical conferences, and three Dniester River NGO Forums (“Eco-Dniester-1999”, 
“Eco-Dniester-2004 and Eco-Dniester-2008”)  
 
The resolutions adopted by these forums reflected the common vision of key 
environmental problems in the Dniester Basin and steps required to address them, 
shared by the environmental NGOs in the two countries.  
(For a summary of the Eco Dniester 2008 forum and the Resolution adopted, see Annex 
6, part 6, 6J).  
These steps include, inter alia: 
Strengthening the legal and institutional framework for the basinwide cooperation in 
line with the Helsinki Convention and EU Water Framework Directive; 
 
Establishing the Dniester River Forum as a regular consultation body comprising all 
stakeholder groups, to operate on the basis of existing legal mechanisms, stipulated by 
the Intergovernmental Agreement on Cross-Border Waters; and the formulation of the 
Dniester Basin Strategic Action Plan for the riparian countries; 
 
Establishing and maintaining a shared database to collect and store information on the 
status of water and other resources in the Dniester Basin, and maintain the pollution 
source inventory; and regular publication of information about the state of environment 
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in the Basin; 
 Developing the environmental education and awareness-raising program for the 
public and representatives of the authorities; 
 Establishing and maintaining a permanently active public Internet-forum 
(Ukraine, Moldova, Transdniestrean Region, Poland) to coordinate public 
initiatives in the Dniester Basin; 
 Promoting and encouraging dissemination of information, consultation and 
participation of the public in the development, review and updating of basin 
management plans and other water protection programs and policies; 
 Promoting a coordinated approach to nature resource use planning and policy 
development in the Dniester Basin in Moldova and Ukraine, to ensure the 
sustainable management of water and biological resources, conservation of 
biological and landscape diversity, and development of ecological network in 
the Dniester Basin. Enhancing the capacity of nature reserves and protected 
areas in the Dniester Canyon and Lower Dniester areas, and 
establishing/maintaining a jointly managed network of wetland areas; 
 Promoting the development of ecological tourism and environmental education 
system in the Dniester Basin; 
 Strengthening the cross-sectorial cooperation with the active involvement of 
environmental NGOs and local authorities in planning and implementing 
environmental actions, and promoting the sustainable development and 
transboundary cooperation agenda in the Basin. 
 
6.3.a. TOWARDS A NEW BILATERAL AGREEMENT  
Adapted from Trombitsky (2007) 
 
The realization of the severity of many of the environmental problems coupled with the 
scant political cooperative efforts between the two countries has prompted the need for 
international cooperation among the NGOs themselves. In 1999, the International 
Environmental Association of River Custodians “Eco-TIRAS” network was established 
to help and advice authorities and population to manage the river in a sustainable way, 
using Integrated River Basin Management Approach.   
	  
	  
337	  
	  
 
In the same year, the NGOs drafted a Moldo-Ukrainian Convention on the Use of 
Water and Biological Resources and Conservation of Landscape and Biological 
Diversity of the Dniester River (Biotica) and proposed the text to both governments 
during two joint sessions of parliamentary committees organized by them. 
 
Because the adoption and implementation of a bilateral agreement for the Dniester 
River is a key issue in ensuring its sustainable use, it has to be explained why the NGO 
community is so insistent on the signing and ratification of the new Dniester agreement 
that they have proposed. These are some of the main arguments: 
 
• The endangered status of Dniester ecosystems demonstrates the necessity of fast 
and coordinated measures to prevent the river’s continued degradation. 
• The new status of Moldova and Ukraine as independent states has led to the loss 
of an appropriate river basin management approach. The legal framework is 
necessary to restore sustainable management of this international watercourse. 
• Currently a legal framework for the whole river basin management is absent. 
The 1994 existing inter-governmental agreement on joint use and protection of the 
transborder, cannot guarantee sustainable management for several reasons. First of 
all, this agreement covers too little: only the transborder parts of the river itself, 
i.e., less than 15% of the river. Secondly, this Agreement is not focused for proper 
integrated management of the Dniester: it is related not only to the Dniester River, 
but also to Danube tributaries in Ukraine and lakes of the Danube basin. Thirdly, 
it regulates only water use, and not the protection of other natural resources, such 
as biological and landscape resources. At the same time, water protection and use 
problems have a lot of specificity. 
 
• The current practice of co-operation between Moldova and Ukraine consist 
largely of two bodies, one concerned with water allocation and the other linked 
with economics: (a) a joint commission with members from ‘Apele Moldovei’ 
State Concern (the water agency of Moldova) and the Water Committee of 
Ukraine on the Dniester River, and (b) the joint commission on economic co-
operation of Moldova and Ukraine.  Such an approach demonstrates that the 
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protection and sustainable use of resources other than water are not priorities for 
the Commission, and the lack of actions to protect ecosystems and biodiversity 
combined with non-transparent decisionmaking is leading to the progressive 
degradation of the river’s ecosystems.  Moreover, the representatives of these 
bodies have a coordinated policy to claim that the environmental situation of the 
Dniester River is even better, and that the Novodnestrovsk hydropower station 
plays amelioration and purification roles because water downstream is ‘more 
clean and transparent’. However, fish cannot spawn because of lower 
temperatures, the river bottom is covered with higher plants because of high water 
turbidity and organic pollution, and the microclimate along the river has changed, 
delaying agricultural plants vegetation.  
 
• The clauses of many multilateral conventions support special inter-state river 
basin agreements about sharing natural resources. Multilateral conventions have 
some limitations because they cannot take into consideration the specificity of 
concrete natural resources, as well as specific watercourses. 
  
• The Dniester River basin needs an international agreement on its management. 
 
• The specific role of Transdniestria is reflected in the draft of the Agreement, 
because the draft allows the presence of regional authorities in the Mixed 
Commission for the convention. Until the present time this way of taking into 
account the specific interests of this region has been fruitful. 
 
• The international practice has a rich experience in international treaties related to 
specific rivers and establishing specific bodies aiming to coordinate the policy of 
riparian states concerning watercourses. Secretariats of Elbe and Odra 
conventions can be good examples of activity of such organs for the future 
 
• A Bilateral Agreement on the Dniester River will also be a good tool for attraction 
of technical assistance to resolve concrete problems in the Dniester River basin. 
Because the draft of the Dniester Agreement in many aspects corresponds to the 
European Water Directive, the EU can be one of the potential donors for its 
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implementation, as well as the GEF, with methodological assistance of the 
UNECE. Technical assistance for the Lower Dniester River Basin Management 
Planning” was quite promising.  The EU Tacis project “Technical assistance for 
the Lower Dniester River Basin Management Planning” was implemented during 
the period 2006-­‐07. The project’s area was limited to the Ukrainian part of the 
Lower Dniester, although the project managed to involve Moldovan experts in 
various activities.  
 
Box 6.6. Public participation (NGO) activities and achievements 
Source: Trombitsky (2007) 
The Eco-TIRAS network has already demonstrated its effectiveness. In 2001 this 
network, having joint web list, coordinated the fight against the construction of a 
highway crossing wetlands of international importance. During three days more than 
sixty signatures of NGOs to the presidents of Moldova and Ukraine were collected 
against construction already started.  
 
The campaign in mass media and physical protests gave results: the construction was 
stopped and a political solution of the issue to avoid this construction was found, which 
permits the saving of wetlands and funds, as well as to prevent worsening of relations 
between two neighbor riparian states.  
 
Eco-TIRAS has periodically organized international conferences on the environmental 
problems of the Dniester River with participation of scientists, NGOs, decision makers 
of Moldova including the Transnistrian region, and Ukraine. In general, such events 
promote: 
a) Better understanding by the main stakeholders of the importance of regional 
environmental cooperation and coordination; 
b) Strengthening of regional and cross-sector links;  
c) Completion of work on a bilateral agreement on Dniester and its    
         implementation;  
d) Confidence-building in the region;  
e) Creation of a substrate for the development of regional environmental 
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 cooperation and solution of concrete problems;  
f) Democratization of the decision making process in river basin management 
 issues.  
 
The experience of the International Conference ‘Integrated Management of the Natural 
Resources in the Transboundary Dniester River Basin’ (Chisinau, September 2004) 
demonstrates that multi-stakeholder meetings can significantly help to promote the 
inter-state cooperation process. These processes should be widely supported both by the 
general public and the authorities. The establishing of a Dniester Day, recently proposed 
by NGOs at a workshop organized in Chisinau in May 2006 by the German NGO 
‘Ecologic’ and ‘Eco- TIRAS’ is based on the Rhine River experience of attracting wide 
public attention to river basin management should help in promoting the EU Water 
Framework Directive for the Dniester River basin. 
 
Finally, NGOs proposed the creation of the first national park in Moldova, “The 
Lower Dniester,” on the border with Ukraine, with support of the GEF/World Bank. 
The aim of Middle Size GEF project was to preserve Lower Dniester wetlands and its 
biodiversity. 
 
The area of the future national park covers more than 50.000 ha of Moldova. Despite of 
a huge local support, regrettably, Moldovan national authorities did not express enough 
political will to establish a park, despite all the preparation work being done. 
 
This display of a lack of political (good)will has in turn triggered the involvement of 
OSCE and UNECE as international ‘facilitators’ for promoting sustainable river basin 
management and long term cooperation in the DRB through a series of projects (the 
Dniester ‘saga’) upon realizing that such political reluctance deters transborder 
cooperation and political stability in the region itself. 
 
During 2004-2005 working groups of Moldova and Ukraine which included experts 
from the ministries of environment and national water agencies as well as NGOs drafted 
the reports which aimed to shape a common vision of two riparian countries on 
measures to be taken to establish sustainable river basin management. 
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A draft elaborated in 2006 establishes clear mechanisms of multi-stakeholder approach 
and NGO involvement in decisionmaking.  All major environmental NGOs - “Eco-
TIRAS” (Moldova), “MAMA-86” (Ukraine) and “Ecospectrum” (Transnistrian Region) 
- have been involved in the drafting from the very beginning. A lot of feedback was 
received from NGOs in both Moldova and Ukraine.  In parallel it was also drafted a 
regulation on public participation in the inter-governmental agreement (1994).  
 
Such a successful approach of public participation while drafting inter-state documents 
should be useful for further cooperation in the river basin (OSCE, 2005). 
 
 
 
6.4. Towards a Sustainable management and a vibrant civil society 
 
Box 6.7. ‘Democratization’ of the Dniester River Basin Governance” 
Source: WECF (2010) 
In the project ‘Democratization of the Dniester River Basin Governance’, local 
authorities, NGOs and citizen's communities worked together successfully in trans-
boundary cooperation between Moldova, Transdniestria and Ukraine towards 
sustainable management of Dniester River Basin in 2009.  
 
In the frame of this project, 16 demonstration projects on sustainable river basin 
management are implemented by the communities. Facilitated by the project partners, 
the communities explored the local problems related to the sustainable river basin 
management and possible solutions in a multi stakeholder process.  
 
The demonstration projects address locally identified and prioritized environmental 
problems and they demonstrate low cost solutions for sustainable river basin 
management. For example, some of the communities decided to implement solutions 
for solid waste management, cleaning up the river banks, etc. In Transdnistria, a part of 
a water supply system was constructed, providing the citizens with safe drinking water. 
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Follow up projects on sustainable sanitation are being developed for several 
communities. 
 
The process of developing and implementing of the demonstration projects led to the 
development of partnerships between local communities, local authorities and civil 
society stakeholders to work together for an environmentally and socially sustainable 
river basin management for the first time.  
 
 
The scale of existing transborder issues, particularly those that relate to the conservation 
of biological resources and their diversity, and the recognition of the fact that they can 
only be resolved through coordinated approach of riparian countries towards the 
management of their shared water resources, as well as international commitments of 
the countries to various environmental conventions – these are the factors that 
demonstrate the urgent need for overall strengthening of international cooperation in the 
Basin, with particular focus on the upgrading the legal framework, institutional 
mechanisms and basin management system (OSCE, 2005).  
 
The strengthening of international involvement in the development of national policies 
in the field of watercourses management in Moldova and Ukraine is necessary. The EU 
Water Directive example can be attractive in this case. 
 
Further activities should be concentrated on the strengthening of the eco-NGO 
community along the Dniester River, especially in Transdniestria, as well as community 
based organizations in all three target parts. NGOs in Transdniesteria are still slowly 
developed and do not have enough skills, techniques and resources to work efficiently. 
 
Furthermore, eco-NGOs in villages (CBOs) along the river in Moldova and Ukraine 
need further capacity building and networking.  
 
The realization of such a program is not expensive, but it is important for local 
communities and environment, and is also a good tool to: 
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• Develop further Dniester environment projects by community-based 
organizations in the area; 
• Strengthen cooperation and joint actions of Moldovan, Ukrainian and 
• Transdniestrian eco-NGOs in favor of Dniester River environment; 
• Support cooperation of the NGO community with local authorities and via them 
– among local communities. 
 
We see a strong need to periodically organize international conferences on the 
environmental problems of the Dniester River with participation of scientists, NGOs, 
decision makers of Moldova including the Transnistrian region, and Ukraine. In 
general, such conferences should demonstrate the strong necessity of implementation of 
sustainable approaches to river management. It has to promote: 
a) Better understanding by the main stakeholders of the importance of regional 
environmental cooperation and coordination; 
b) Strengthening of regional and cross-sectoral links; 
c) Completion of work on a bi-lateral agreement on Dniester and its implementation; 
d) Confidence-building in the region; 
e) Creation of a substrate for the development of regional environmental cooperation 
and solution of concrete problems; 
f) Democratization of the decision making process in river basin management issues. 
 
The experience of the International Conference ‘Integrated Management of the 
NaturalResources in the Transboundary Dniester River Basin’ (Chisinau, September 
2004) demonstrates that multi-stakeholder meetings can significantly help to promote 
the inter-state cooperation process241 (Eco Tiras 2004, as cited in Trombitsky, 2007).   
Source:  
These processes should be widely supported both by the general public and the 
authorities. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
241 Integrated Management of Natural Resources in the Transboundary Dniester River Basin. Proc. Int. Conf. Chisinau, Sept. 16-
17, 2004. Chisinau: Eco-TIRAS, 2004. 394 pp.  
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 The establishing of a Dniester Day, recently proposed by NGOs at a workshop 
organized in Chisinau in May 2006 by the German NGO ‘Ecologic’ and ‘Eco-     
TIRAS’ is based on the Rhine River experience of attracting wide public attention to 
river basin management should help in promoting the EU Water Framework Directive 
for the Dniester River basin.  
 
 
Box 6.8. Future Outlook 
Moldova and Ukraine aim at a close co-­‐operation with the European Union (EU). This 
also involves a certain level of harmonization (up to convergence or approximation) 
with EU approaches.  
The latter also becomes necessary, since both countries are situated in transborder river 
basins extending into the EU (Danube, Prut, Tisza and Western-­‐Bug). 
At present, the application of the principle of integration of land use, biodiversity 
conservation and water basin management is in its initial stage in both Moldova and 
Ukraine. 
The focus on water security alone, without any serious commitments for safeguarding 
the basin’s biodiversity and the environment as a whole indicates that there is no 
‘integrated awareness’ among decisionmakers in this basin.    
At present, there is little more that the riparian states can do other than to establish more 
sustainable water policies. Up to now, these steps were almost not coordinated at the 
transborder level. Actions at national level developed by different governmental 
agencies are not well coordinated.  
 
Meanwhile, the current situation of the national policies in both states can be 
characterized by the need to establish further priorities for water allocation for: potable 
water supply and sanitation, hydro-energy, use for industry, and irrigation.  (Source: 
Wetlands Box). 
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In addition, it needs to be recognized that such harmonization inevitably calls for a lot 
more than adhering to formalities on paper.  
The Dniester River Basin is still far from being managed sustainably and lack of 
meaningful public participation is one of the key factors contributing to this divide.  
A vibrant civil society is required, with the right to make its voice heard and the access 
to vehicles for articulating its demands in the decision making process. Currently, this is 
clearly not the case.  
There is no public participation on transboundary issues, in Moldova the only water 
state concern involved in transboundary management is Apele Moldovei, and they don’t 
even have a website.  
The grand majority of the public is not briefed on the decisions taken. Sharing info with 
the public as well as relevant stakeholders remains a big problem. There is thus a 
conspicuous need for amending the institutional framework by involving other state 
agencies, water users and NGOs and for developing a sound information management 
system.  
Both countries need to show greater commitment and political will. Expecially Ukraine. 
To what extent can it realistically be expected that Ukraine will pursue efforts in 
harmonizing its provisions with the EU remains to be seen as the European Union will 
not be embracing its accession in the foreseeable future.  
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ANNEX 6 (Dniester) 
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PART ONE: LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
6A. International Conventions/Agreements in the TRB  
MEMBER COUNTRIES 
 
Uk
ra
ine
  
 M
old
ov
a 
AGREEMENTS/ 
CONVENTIONS 
RATIFIED*(r) or signed (s)  
  
1992 UNECE WATER  CONVENTION 
R r 
1999 PROTOCOL ON WATER AND HEALTH 
R r 
2003 PROTOCOL ON CIVIL LIABILITY 
S S 
1991 UNECE ESPOO (EIA) CONVENTION 
R R 
2003 
PROTOCOL ON 
STRATEGIC 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT (SEA) 
S S 
1997 UN WATERCOURSES CONVENTION 
- - 
1998 UNECE AARHUS CONVENTION 
R R 
2003 
KIEV PROTOCOL ON 
POLLUTANT 
RELEASE AND 
TRANSFER 
REGISTERS 
S S 
 
 
 
   
1992 
CONVENTION ON 
THE 
TRANSBOUNDARY 
EFFECTS OF 
INDUSTRIAL 
ACCIDENTS 
- R 
1994 
CONVENTION FOR 
THE PROTECTION OF 
DANUBE RIVER 
R R 
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Table 6A:  International agreements and conventions in the TRB242 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
242 Table developed by the phD candidate. Data retrieved from the websites of the respective international bodies/agreements.  
2003 THE CARPATHIAN CONVENTION 
R - 
2003 PROTOCOL ON BIODIVERSITY 
R - 
1971 RAMSAR CONVENTION R R 
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PART TWO: WATER USES AND QUALITY 
Source: OSCE (2005) 
 
6B: Water uses 
 
Within Ukraine: 
 The Dniester River is intensively used to supply water to the populations and industries 
in Lviv, Chernivtsy, Ivano-Frankivsk, Ternopil, Kamianets-Podilsky and other urban 
areas. Some other major water intakes are further concentrated within the relatively 
small downstream section of the Lower Dniester 
 
The Dniester Drinking Water Treatment Plant itself abstracts over 300 million m3 of 
river water per year at an estimated flow rate of 10 m3/s, to provide drinking water to 
Odessa, Illychivsk, and Belhorod-Dniestrovsk.  
 
Within Moldova:  
The Dniestrovsky Reservoir243  - with a reservoir  storage capacity of 3 km3 and 
effective storage capacity of 2 km3   extending 204 km  along the narrow, canyon-­‐shape 
valley with steep banks -   is a multi-functional facility, designed to provide water to the 
neighboring settlements and irrigation systems; generate electricity; control flood flows; 
sustain fisheries, water transport, recreational developments, etc. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
243 Key Impacts of the Dniestrovsky Reservoir on the Middle Dniester Ecosystem  The natural process of changes in biodiversity is 
greatly affected by technogenic pressures, the most significant being associated with the presence and operation of three in-channel 
reservoirs and related hydropower plants, water pollution, introduction of new fish species and aquatic life. 
1. Modification of Seasonal River Flow Fluctuation Pattern. The most significant impact, resulting from the modification and 
smoothening of a spring-flood component of natural flow regime, relates to the shrinkage of spawning habitats for fish 
species.  
2.  Modification of Daily River Flow Fluctuation Pattern. The turbines, installed are only switched on 2-3 times per day to 
provide peak energy. This operational regime results …… in several daily rises and falls in the margin of up to 1 meter. This 
result in the degradation of spawning grounds located immediately downstream of the Buffer dam.  
3.  Modification of Temperature Regime-the modification of the temperature regime indirectly promotes the spontaneous 
fluctuations in numbers of short-cycle fish that have no commercial value (e.g. dace (Leuciscus leuciscus), three- spiked 
stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus), black-striped pipefish (Syngnathus abaster) and some other species).  Moreover, lower 
water temperatures in summer and narrower margin of seasonal temperature variations cause a significant decline in natural 
productivity of phytoplankton and zooplankton OSCE (2005).	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• The Buffer Reservoir is being constructed 19.8 km downstream of the Dniestrovsky 
hydropower dam in order to provide an equalizing capacity for improved control of 
flow releases from the Dniestrovsky reservoir and water levels in the downstream 
section of the river.  
• The Dubossary Reservoir dam is located 351 km from the river mouth, with the 
associated upstream catchment area of 53,590 km3,a full storage capacity of 0.5 
km3 and effective storage capacity of 0.2 km3 was constructed in 1954 to  provide 
water to adjacent human settlements and irrigation; control flood flows; etc. 
Progressive siltation of the reservoir is a serious issue.  
 
 
6C: WATER QUALITY  
 
Surface waters may affect human health if they contain microbial contamination 
 
Generally, the Dniester’s water meets the standards for drinking water supply, 
particularly with regard to chemical parameters. The fact is, however, that this water is 
only suitable for drinking and other domestic uses after a multi-stage treatment process, 
consisting of clarification, coagulation, filtration, and disinfection.  
 
The Dniester Estuary is an area of special concern in terms of its sanitary and 
epidemiological situation. The river water in this section is characterized by elevated 
levels of pollution, especially with regard to bacterial contaminants. 
 
According to several studies, the antigens (indicator organisms) of various pathogenic 
viruses (Hepatitis A virus, rotavirus, rheovirus, and adenovirus) were regularly recorded 
in the Dniester water samples in the period of 1996-2002.  
 
The situation is particularly challenging in Odessa, where the quality of water in the 
Dniester as a sole source of drinking water supply is seriously compromised by 
upstream wastewater discharges, to the extent that it does not meet the requirements set 
for drinking water sources. 
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Evidence provided indicates that the growing frequency of Hepatitis A incidence, 
recorded in Odessa in 2000-2002, was caused by poor quality of raw and tap water, and 
low efficiency of wastewater treatment, especially with respect to virology.  
 
 The fact that about 2 million people living in Odessa Oblast rely on the water supplied 
from the Dniester River adds a new serious dimension to the overall picture of surface 
water quality in the Dniester Basin.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
.  
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PART THREE:  KEY ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS 
Source: OSCE (2005) 
 
 
6D: Other Transborder Issues 
 
A broad range of priority environmental problems in the Dniester Basin have an 
obvious transboder dimension stemming from the transborder scale of adverse impacts 
associated with these problems, which include: 
• The transborder impact of the regulation of the river on the quantity and availability 
of water resources in various sections of the Basin, with adverse effects on the flow 
regime and ecological status of the Basin; 
• The transborder impact of flow regulation and water pollution (in terms of physical, 
chemical and microbiological parameters) on the state of biological resources and 
fish stocks, arising in Ukraine and affecting Moldova; 
• The transborder impact of chemical and microbiological pollution, arising in 
Moldova and affecting the water quality and ecosystem health in the Lower Dniester 
Basin within Ukraine;  
• The adverse impact on the Black Sea ecosystem due to significant pollution load 
carried with the Dniester flow into the sea;  
• The need for a coordinated transboundary cooperation to ensure the conservation of 
the Basin’s ecosystem, and its biological and landscape diversity, especially the 
unique system of natural wetlands in the Lower Dniester Basin. The establishment 
of ecological coherent network and expansion of nature reserve network in the 
Basin. 
• The flow chart presented in Figure graphically illustrates the complexity of 
relationships between the key environmental problems in the Dniester Basin, 
anthropogenic factors contributing to these problems, and major direct causes of the 
problems, stemming from various sectors of human activity. 
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Figure 6A: Priority Environmental Problems in the DRB and their Linkages to 
Anthropogenic Factors and Major Direct Causes (OSCE, 2005) 
 
According to OSCE (2005), the existing adverse impacts on the Basin’s ecosystem arise 
from the lacking or inadequate integration of environmental agenda into the sectorial 
development strategies, low level of environmental management capability at the 
sectorial and industry level, continuing use of obsolete and environmentally dangerous 
production processes. The underlying causes of environmental problems in the Dniester 
Basin are associated with resource uses and practices in various sectors of the economy. 
 
The excessive anthropogenic pressures and the lack of progress in addressing the most 
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urgent environmental problems are also considered to be the result of systemic 
problems, faced by the existing environmental management authorities in the Basin. 
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PART FOUR: ENVIRONMENT AND SECURITY PRIORITY AREAS 
 
Figures 6B, 6C and 6D provide  “at a glance” some useful insights on the significance 
and  complexity of the  issues at hand in the Eastern European region, in the two 
riparian countries of Ukraine and Moldova, respectively (and consequently but 
indirectly, in the Dniester River Basin as well).  
 
6E: ‘Hotspots’ in Central Europe 
 
Figure 6B: Hotspots in Central Europe (UNEP/Grid-Arendal, 2007)  
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6F: ‘Hotspots’ in Ukraine 
 
 
 
Figure 6C: Hotspots in Ukraine (UNEP/Grid-Arendal, 2007)  
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6G: Hotspots in Moldova 
 
Figure 6D: Hotspots in Moldova (UNEP/Grid-Arendal, 2007)  
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PART FIVE: HYDROPHYSICAL/GEOGRAPHICAL FEATURES 
Source: OSCE (2005) 
 
6H: Hydrography 
The Dniester Basin extends into the territories of 7 Oblasts of Ukraine (Lviv, Ivano-
Frankivsk, Chernivtsy, Ternopil, Khmelnitsk, Vinnytsia, and Odessa), covering 13% to 
80% of their areas. 
Within Moldova, the Dniester Basin covers a majority of the country’s area (59%), with 
its 19 districts and one territorial unit, located in the left-bank part of the Basin, being 
drained by the Dniester River, fully or partially.  
There are 62 towns and 95 townships in the Ukrainian part of the Dniester Basin, and 2 
municipalities (Municipias) and 41 towns within the Moldovan part of the Basin, both 
on the left and right banks of the river. 
The upper and lower reaches of the Dniester River flow within Ukraine over the total 
length of 629 km, a 225 km river section is shared between Ukraine and Moldova, and 
475 km of its length lie within the borders of Moldova. Only a very small upper part of 
the Strviazh River (a left tributary of the Dniester) lies within the territory of Poland. 
 
6I: Hydrology 
The Dniester’s mean annual flow is 8.4 billion m3 (discharged at an average rate of 274 
m3/s). The mean annual flow discharge rate, recorded at the mouth section, is 310 m3/s.   
Table 6B provides a comparison of Dniester’s annual flows with those of other major 
Black Sea Basin rivers.  
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River Catchment Area, km2 
Mean Annual Flow Discharge,  
M3/s 
Total Annual Flow, 
km3 
Danube 817 6300  200 
Dniepro 503 1375  43.5 
Dniester 72.1 288 9.1 
 
Southern 
Buh 
63.7 69 
 
2.2 
 
 
Table 6B: Mean annual flow data for major rivers in the Black Sea Basin 
 
The analysis of historical flow data indicates that there is an obvious downward trend in 
the annual flows carried by the Dniester River. This picture is different from the flow 
patterns observed in the Dniepro Basin and other major river catchments, which can be 
attributed to a number of factors. To some extent, this can be explained by the stronger 
impact of climatic changes. The available data suggest a certain downward trend in the 
atmospheric precipitation in the Western Ukraine, which might have affected the flow 
collection pattern in the Dniester Basin. Another important factor of influence relates to 
the proportion of river flow accounted for by non-returnable water consumption. Also, 
one cannot exclude the impact of long-term variability of river flow. 
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PART SIX: RESOLUTION OF THE ECO DNIESTER 2008 NGO FORUM 
 
6J:  
 
BOX 6A. Resolution of the Eco-Dniester 2008 NGO Forum, October 2-3,2008 
Source: Eco-TIRAS.org  
Results of the discussions:  
 
1. The Forum certifies that environmental condition of the Dniester River has 
deteriorated over the past decade and no significant practical progress in cooperation of 
the states in the Dniester basin on coordination and sustainable management of water 
and other natural resources as well as in conservation of ecosystems was reached.  
 
2. The Forum mentions the progress in preparation of the actual intergovernmental 
agreement draft on the basin and urges the governments and the presidents of the states 
in the Dniester River Basin to sign it without delay and to start implementation in order 
to ensure integrated river basin management. All stakeholders, including the public, 
should be involved in the work of the international river commission after its creation.  
 
3. The Forum marks a very poor progress in implementation of the Water Framework 
Directive, and urges the governments of Moldova and Ukraine to fulfil its cross-border 
cooperation in the Dniester River Basin according the guidelines of this document.  
 
4. The Forum welcomes the decision of the Parliament of Moldova to declare the Day 
of the Dniester but suggests transfer of this date to the second Sunday of July. The 
Forum invites the authorities of Ukraine to adopt a similar decision and calls upon the 
Ministry of Environment Protection of Ukraine and the Committee on Water Resources 
of Ukraine to initiate the process of taking decision on establishing the Day of the 
Dniester.  
 
5. The Forum drew attention to the fact that disastrous consequences of the summer 
floods in 2008 have been strengthened by the criminal and irrational management of the 
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land and forest resources in the basin of the Dniester and domination of the 
departmental interests over the national economic and environmental interests.  
 
6. The Forum welcomes a certain openness shown by the mandatory persons 
representing the governments of Moldova and Ukraine in a process of development a 
document on the stakeholders’ participation in the work of this body, however, it draws 
attention that the document does not stipulate the physical presence of the persons 
involved in negotiations. In addition, the website www.dniester.org doesn’t function for 
9 months and not perform its functions to provide information for all stakeholders. The 
Forum urges the mandatory persons to take urgent measures for the document 
implementation and mentions importance on adequate participation of all stakeholders. 
The Forum mentions the extremely poor implementation of the Aarhus Convention in 
both states.  
 
7. The Forum considers that the community of non-governmental organizations in the 
Dniester basin should concentrates on the following priorities in the near future:  
 
a. Implementation of the ongoing comprehensive environmental monitoring and public 
control over compliance of the environmental legislation; the use, if necessary, the 
courts and strengthening the information and educational activities in promoting the 
principles of integrated water and related resources management among decision 
makers and population;  
b. Facilitation of the Dniester basin states in development and implementation of the 
principles of integrated river basin management, the provisions of the Water Framework 
Directive of the European Union at the national and transboundary levels;  
c. Assistance of the public authorities in identifying and protection of the valuable 
natural sites and its effective management;  
d. Public participation in the international projects and negotiations on the Dniester 
River issues to ensure the priority of public interests in the decision making process;  
e. Public capacity building, especially for the local NGOs, providing the legal 
capabilities for full participation in the decision making process on the Dniester River 
Basin environmental issues;  
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f. The participation of NGOs in developing measures to reduce the risk of emergencies, 
accidents and disasters in the Dniester River Basin;  
g. Advocating the importance of the Dniester, including a Day of the Dniester on the 
second Sunday of July each year. To urge the parliaments and the governments of 
Moldova and Ukraine to establish the unique date of celebration of the Day of the 
Dniester.  
h. Cooperation with the authorities, especially in the purposes to guarantee the law 
enforcement procedures on development and adoption of projects and plans with regard 
to the impact on the environmental situation in the basin;  
i. Promotion of the requirements of the international law according to the Aarhus 
Convention and the Espoo Convention, if necessary, addressing to the committees that 
is watching over these and other international agreements;  
j. Promotion of the principles of integrated water resources management in the 
tributaries, creating sub-basin committees  
k. Practical steps to restore and maintain in good condition the water protection zones of 
rivers and reservoirs, including restoration of the environmental network;  
l. Efforts to raise awareness of people, decision makers and the public in river basin 
management.  
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7.  ENHANCING THE MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING AND 
WELLBEING OF TRANSBORDER RIVER BASINS’ PEOPLE 
 
 	  
Box 7.1. Foreword 
Excerpts from Mr. Mikhail Gorbachev article244 
	  
Water is the most important single element needed in order for people to achieve the 
universal human right to "a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of 
himself and his family." (Article 25, Universal Declaration of Human Rights)  
 
Without access to clean water, health and well-being are not only severely jeopardized, 
they are impossible: people without basic water supplies live greatly reduced and 
impoverished lives - with little opportunity to create better futures for their children. 
 
Let us acknowledge that clean water is a universal human right, and in so doing accept 
that we have the corresponding universal responsibility to ensure that the forecast of a 
world where, in 25 years' time, two out of every three persons face water-stress is 
proven wrong. 
 
The world's growing population should be seen not only as one of the causes of the 
water crisis, but also as the source of its solution 
 
---------------- Human solidarity is the only force capable of facing a task of this 
magnitude.  
 
---------------- There must be solidarity in international and regional governance; there 
must be solidarity between sectors and stakeholders; and there must be political will 
amongst governments to work in good faith both with their neighbors and with their 
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Gorbachev,M.(2000). Introductory article. Civilization, the Magazine of the US Library of Congress, (October-November 
2000) by Guest Editor Mikhail Gorbachev. Available in http://www.runningdry.org/ 
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own people. These people, including often marginalized groups such as women and 
minorities, must have a voice, and the information and means necessary to use it. 
 
Without water security, social, economic and national stability are imperiled. This is 
magnified where water flows across borders - and becomes crucial in regions of 
religious, territorial or ethnic tension.  
 
In some cases, as between India and Pakistan over the Indus River, successful 
cooperation over water resources can be cited as proof that even states with difficult 
relations can work together. In other cases, the opportunities to improve regional 
relations which a common watercourse presents have not yet been grasped. The Jordan 
Valley, shared by the people of Israel, Palestine, Jordan, Syria and Lebanon, is one such 
example. 
  
In all of the world’s 261 international basins, joint management should be built on a 
system of effective interdependence; a pooling rather than a restriction of each nations’ 
sovereignty. 
 
While armed, inter-state conflicts over water are unlikely, it must be remembered that 
these are not the only types of conflicts facing water-stressed societies. Internal conflicts 
between ethnic groups, regions, users and small communities can and do arise over 
water. Inter-state cooperation is essential to the search for regional water solutions.  
 
Where such solutions are not easily forthcoming, international mediation and support 
should be available. 
 
In most cases, however, the practical solutions required are local, reflecting the 
geographically and culturally specific nature of water-use. The Cold War era of "the 
bigger the better", which prompted the construction of 45,000 large dams throughout 
the world, is over. This thoughtless tampering with nature has left a terrible legacy, not 
least in my own region where thousands of acres of fertile land have been lost, and man-
made catastrophes such as in the Aral Sea region cause immeasurable suffering. 
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At the heart of the matter is the value which we assign to different uses of water. Again, 
there is no universal blueprint, but it is clear that neither of the two extreme stances, one 
advocating that water should be free for all, and the other promoting full cost pricing for 
all water supplies, are desirable. We must remember that the value and the price of 
water are two very different things; it is substance which must be used efficiently, but 
must be available for the sustenance of all - including natural ecosystems. This makes 
the pricing of water a tricky business. 
 
Thus we are faced with a mighty challenge. Fortunately we have a history of meeting 
great challenges using imagination and our irrepressible capacity to adapt. To ensure 
that we journey in the right direction, we must allow our knowledge, experience and 
institutions to catch up with the overwhelming progress of science and technology, and 
learn how to become both good neighbors for each other and good guests of the natural 
environment. 
Just as we are moved by water, we must move quickly in order to save it. 
 
7.1. Defining key concepts  
 
 
7.1.a. Human wellbeing  
Human wellbeing245 is a ‘catchword’ spanned by two main dimensions: 
• physiological wellbeing (income & food, health..) 
• psychological wellbeing ( perceptions & experiences) 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
245 According to the UNDP Declaration (2005), central to improving “human wellbeing” are the choices that people have; 
development is aimed at enlarging these choices by building human capabilities.   
Noble prize winner A. Sen in his “The quality of life”(1993) published by Oxford Press University defines “capabilities” as a 
“person’s ability to do valuable acts or reach valuable states of being. 
 
	  
	  
366	  
	  
For the purposes of this dissertation, the meaning of the term encompasses anything of 
importance to peoples’ lives since wellbeing is a broad concept whose exact meaning is 
difficult to capture and quantify.246 
 
7.1.b. Social equity  
Within the domain of water resources management: 
 
• Social equity is one of three criteria IWRM should comply with, the other two 
being economic efficiency and environmental sustainability. It refers to the 
distribution of benefits and losses over different groups of people as the result 
of development of projects or strategies applied to achieve better water 
resources management..…..human wellbeing should not be assessed as one total 
value for a certain area or as a result of a certain measure, but rather the 
increase or decrease in human wellbeing for different groups of people should 
be assessed” (. Meijer, 2007).247 
 
• the assessment of social equity is an  important  prerequisite for identifying the 
relevant stakeholders. 
 
7.1.c. Stakeholders  
In the jargon and literature of integrated water river management  (IWRM), 
stakeholders are define as those actors248  whose wellbeing will be affected by changes 
in the basin water sharing, uses, ecosystem, etc.  
 
The identification of stakeholders is a dynamic process. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
246 A lot of literature on wellbeing is written in relation to poverty alleviation and socioeconomic development. An interesting 
example on the complex and the dynamic nexus between water and poverty related issues is provided in Giordano & Hussain (2004) 
(Ed.) Water and poverty linkages. 
	  
247
 K.S. Meijer. (2007). Human well-being values of environmental flow. Enhancing social equity in integrated management. In 
Delft Hydraulics Selected Series, 10/2007. 
 
248  Freeman’s definition: “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s 
objectives’ in Freeman, R.E. (1984): Strategic Management: a Stakeholder Approach. Boston (MA): Pitman Publishing 
 
	  
	  
367	  
	  
 
A new stakeholder group can be identified as a separate group when it is likely to 
experience different effects from changes in IWRM.   
 
 
 
Box 7.2: On human and social wellbeing in IWRM  
Source: Excerpts from K.S.Meijer 249 
Human well-being and social equity are conceptually included in IWRM. Yet in 
practice, the assessment of equity is focused too narrowly on drinking water and 
sanitation and livelihood related to agriculture and neglects the contribution to the 
natural ecosystem. There is a need to consider the contribution of the different water 
uses sector to the IWRM criteria in a wider perspective and to properly recognize the  
 
Figure 7.1: The intersection of the three systems (Meijer, 2007) 
 
relationship between water allocation for social equity, economic efficiency and nature. 
Hereafter  Meijer’s  matrix on  “components of wellbeing”, “goods and services” and 
“function classes ” in IWRM. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
249 UNESCO(2003).Water for  People,Water  for  Li fe .  World Water Development Report. 
	  
	  
	  
368	  
	  
                    Figure 7.2: Matrix of wellbeing (Meijer, 2007) 
 
 
 
 
Box 7.3. On UN human and social wellbeing in IWRM in a “seed” 
 
Source: WWDR (2003)250 “Water for People, Water for Life”  
 
The ‘Water for People, Water for Life’ report explores at length the issue of 
the nexus between water and human and social wellbeing. The index alone 
is telling.  
 
In “Part III: Challenges to Life and Well-Being” the report presents “the ways in which 
we use water and the increasing demands we are placing on it by exploring the 
following  topics: 
 
Meeting Basic Needs 
Protecting Ecosystems  
Water and Cities 
Securing the Food Supply  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
250 See note 249. 
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Water and Industry 
Water and Energy 
 
In “Part IV: Management Challenges:  Stewardship and Governance” the report 
indicates  “the ways in which the competing needs, uses and demands elucidated in the 
previous part might be met “ by focusing on the following issues:  
Managing Risks	  
Sharing Water Resources	  
Valuing Water	  
Ensuring the Knowledge Base	  
Governing Water Wisely 
 
 
 
 
Box 7.4. On Stakeholders identification: Creighton’s criteria 251  
 
Source: Creighton (1983) 
Proximity: Citizens living near where a project or plan is implemented are more 
vulnerable than people living at longer distances from the new project; 
 
Economic: Some citizens may experience financial gain or loss depending on their 
relationship to the new project; 
 
Use: A new regional plan involving the construction of a motorway may limit some 
people’s use of a resource or facility due to for example barrier effects 
 
 Social: A project or policy may threaten a tradition or culture, or it may significantly 
alter the demographic structure of a community. 
 
Values: A group may be affected only in terms of how an action relates to its values. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
251	  Creighton (1983) as cited in Hansen & Mäenpää (2008).  Hansen, H.S., & M. Mäenpää.(2008). An overview of the challenges 
for public participation in river basin management an  planning’ in Management of Environmental Quality,19 (1), 67-84. 
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7.2. Public participation (PP) at the service of EU WFD River Basin Management 
Planning 
 
To address water resources management is to address the interconnection between open 
systems that are socially and economically anchored with technical and environmental 
challenges managed by local, national and international institutions (Ker Rault & 
Jeffrey, 2008).252  
 
Managing water is complex because it requires, among other things:  
•  not  only the encompassment of  several types of qualitatively different 
systems, but above all  because it concerns everybody - a range of experts, of 
sectors, of institutions, of associations of users, power, beliefs, uncertainties 
leading to disputes, conflicts and the pursuits of a just share of what can be  
characterized as a “state strategic local public good” (Ker Rault & Jeffrey, 
2008).   
 
•  a convergent  interpretation of the hard to define and agree upon  dynamic 
concepts of uncertainty, scarcity, risk management and security in the 
construction of a dynamic societal project  that challenges scientific 
expertise, political power and concepts of democracy especially in terms of 
representation and legitimacy of decision concerning public good 
management(2008).  
 
According to some scholars, a fundamental transformation has taken place during recent 
years: from ‘government’ to ‘government and governance’, meaning that there has been 
a shift from primarily state regulation (‘government’) to regulation forms where non-
state actors are involved, alongside state actors, to a larger extent than seen before 
(Ansell, 2008).253 This shift towards public involvement was further invigorated by the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
252 Ker Rault, P., & Jeffrey, P. (2008). On the appropriateness of public participation in Integrated Water Resources Management: 
some grounded insights from the Levant. The Integrated Assessment Journal , 8 (2), 69-106. 
	  
253 Ansell, C.K.(2008).The governance dilemma in European Political Science, 7 pp. (n.a.).  
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Rio Declaration and the UNECE Aarhus Convention, the latter having been of special  
significance to the enactment of the EU Water Framework Directive.  
  
In light of such ‘devolutionary’ movements, the EU Commission followed suit by 
providing its citizens with the eligibility for ‘participating’ in the implementation of the 
Directive. The latter not only calls for the general public to be informed and consulted 
but also involved in the preparation of RBMP (as previously noted). 
 
Within this kind of framework, Public Participation is expected to occur through 
governmental consultation mechanisms directed towards people and stakeholders with 
an aim of jointly developing solutions to the (River Basin Management Plan) 
problems.254  
 
A prerequisite for any involvement in a planning process is that information is provided 
before any decisions are made and, needless to say, a fundamental prerequisite for an 
effective involvement of the public and stakeholders in developing solutions to RBMP 
planning is the availability and access to  qualified information on RBMPs.   
 
The EU WFD rationale for PP is that inputs from the citizens are supposed to help 
member states balance environmental, economic and social priorities when doing 
RBMP. 255 
 
 To this end, EU WFD article 14 states: (member states) “shall encourage the active 
involvement of all interested parties” in the production, review and updating of RBMP. 
256  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
254  EU Water Note n.12 on Public Participation: European Commission (DG Environment). (2008). A common task: public 
participation in river basin management planning. Water notes on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive. Note 
no.12. Retrieved from: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/participation/notes_en.htm 
Where consultation works well, the public and stakeholders participate actively in the development and implementation of river 
basin plans. This leads to shared decision-making, where they become jointly responsible for the outcome of the plan. Active 
participation in development and shared decision- making are not required by the directive but may be regarded as best practice.”  
 
255 See note 254. 
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In the making of RBMPs, all water users should be consulted-non-governmental 
organizations (e.g. local and national environmental groups), as well as other types of 
stakeholders. In some cases, authorities might want to have separate consultation 
procedures for sub-basins. 257 
 
According to the WFD, each finalized plan should include a summary of the public 
consultations and their influence on the plan.258 In other words, a simple list of who 
weas consulted is not satisfactory – the plan should also contain qualitative information 
describing how people and stakeholders had an influence on the plan.  
 
Box 7.5. On the evaluation of public participation processes in general 
 
Selected excerpts 259 
 
According to Fiorino (1990)260, evaluative criteria are required to assess instrumental, 
substantive and normative aspects of public participation processes as cited in Burgess 
& Clark (2009)261. 
 
 “Instrumentally”, participation should help improve the quality of decision-making 
processes and enhance the legitimacy of the outcomes; 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
256 European Parliament and the Council, 2000: Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 
October 2000 establishing a framework for Community action in the field of water policy. 
 
257	  Source European Commission. Water Note n.12, see note 254. 
	  
258 See Note 256 and 257. 
	  
259
 These selected excerpts come from ( mainly)“Proposal for an analysis framework for River Basin Management Projects” 
Waterpraxis WP3 available in http://www.haw-hamburg.de and  SIWI documentation www.siwi.org 
	  
260	  Fiorino, D.J. (1990). Citizen participation and environmental risk: a survey of institutional mechanisms, Science Technology 
and Human Values,15, 26-43. 
261 Hargreaves, T., Burgess, J.(2000) Revealing the hidden actors in transitions: Exploring interdisciplinary research activities as 
part of transition processes’ Paper to the 1st European Conference on Sustainability Transitions: ‘Dynamics and Governance of 
Transitions to Sustainability’. Amsterdam, June 2009.  
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“Substantively”, participation should introduce additional knowledge and values into 
what have characteristically been expert-dominated decisions; 
 
“Normatively”, participation should ensure stronger democratic processes.”  
 
Based on this, it might e.g. be expected, that PP is a tool that ensures that the outcome 
of the RBMP planning process is more than the ‘sum’ of the parts. However, the 
empirical evidence regarding instrumentally provides mixed results. 
 
According to a meta-analysis of 35 cases of local/regional participatory environmental 
decision-making processes in North America and Western Europe it emerges that: 
 
• participatory forms of environmental governance are have the potential to either 
support or hamper the attainment of sustainability goals;  
 
• Not surprisingly, (key) ‘stakeholder interests’ more than any other variable 
determined the output, but ‘the predominance of this factor is indeed stunning’ 
suggesting that ‘regardless of how the process is actually shaped, the societal 
interests will ultimately determine the output.’(Fritsch & Newig, 2009)262 
7.2.a. Expectations surrounding the ‘value of PP’ 
 
In the EU WFD there is a strong expectation that public participation per se will provide 
better decisions.  
 
Since, as seen in Box 7.3, PP can both support and hamper the attainment of policy  
goals,  it can be safely said that the answers to the following questions : 
 
• Does public participation in RBMP improve the quality of decision-making 
processes? 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
262	  Fritsch, O. & J. Newig, (2009). Participatory governance and sustainability. Findings of a meta-analysis of stakeholder 
involvement in environmental decision-making, REFGOV Working Paper Series GPS-13, Centre for Philosophy of Law, Université 
catholique de Louvain 
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• Does public participation in RBMP introduce additional knowledge into expert 
dominated decisions? 
• Does public participation in RBMP ensure a stronger democratic process? 
 
are largely dependable on the broader socioeconomic, cultural and geopolitical  context 
of each river basin and  its  governance regime. 
 
As in other field of negotiations, conventional wisdom suggests that the reasons for the 
involvement of each participant and their expectations are of utmost importance in 
‘setting the tone’ for the outcome of the negotiations. 
 
Therefore, the PhD candidate maintains the opinion that an indirect answer to the above 
questions may be obtained by addressing the following queries: 
 
• Who was involved, when and how were they involved?  
• Were any important actors excluded from PP? Why? 
 
A number of water mangement experts and professionals with whom the  PHD 
candidate has dialogued with in the past seem to endorse such an approach for assessing 
the added value (if any) that PP potentially offers to the RBMP decisionmaking process. 
 
Furthermore, considering that:  
• the implementation of the principles of PP in the making of EU WFD River 
Basin Management Plan  is, above all, a socio-political issue;   
 
• “PP as a discursive or deliberative tool is a “wicked process” that in some 
circumstances is claimed to strengthen the public sphere where the community 
of interested and affected actors can argue the extent of the consequence of their 
actions and hence contribute to solve complex societal problems (Ker Rault & 
Jeffrey, 2008). 
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• the confusion that surrounds the analysis of public participation is partly 
generated by the dissonance between the purpose for initiating a participatory 
process and the expectations of those involved, including the competent or 
organizing agencies (2008). 
 
PhD candidate agrees with De Marchi263 that public participation “remains an empty 
word until procedures are set in place to make it real and effective” and even more so 
given the broad spectrum of PP variants that can be implemented in reality as the  
interpretative framework developed by Ker Rault & Jeffrey (2008) suggests.  
 
 
7.3. Findings  
Water is without doubt one of the most valuable natural resources and needs to be 
safeguarded for future generations. In order to assure the preservation of high quality 
water resources, an effective governance regime and competent water management are 
required.  
 
The UNDP Water Governance Facility at SIWI defines water governance as “… the 
political, social, economic and administrative systems that are in place, and which 
directly or indirectly affect the use, development and management of water resources 
and the delivery of water service delivery at different levels of society.” 264 
 
As previously seen, water governance regimes do not only comprise of “the 
government”, but also local authorities, the private sector and civil society.   
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
263 De Marchi, B. (2003). Public participation and risk governance. Science and Public Policy 
 
264
 UNDP Water Governance Facility at SIWI: “What is water governance?”, available  at 
http://www.watergovernance.org/aboutwatergovernance/whatiswatergovernance.html 
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They also cover a range of issues intimately connected to water, ranging from health 
and food security to economic development, land use and the preservation of the natural 
ecosystems on which our water resources depend. 
 
On the international level, the concept of governance includes additional aspects since 
transborder river basins go beyond national boundaries. 
 
The modern Integrated Water Resources Management requires that relative plans and 
programs refer to a geomorphological area and not to political borders.  
 
In this way the naturally determined area of a river basin assumes the function of 
an area for political action.  
 
All three river basins considered in this dissertation (Sava, Tisza and Dniester) share the 
EU WFD as a reference framework for concocting and developing their management 
initiatives (although the extent to which they ‘refer’ to it varies greatly from one basin 
to another).  
 
The EU WFD represents one of the first examples of EU legislation which explicitly 
upheld the boundaries of a biophysical system over the political-administrative 
institutions governing them (Moss, 2004; Galaz et al., 2008)265.  
 
It embodies the principle that water is a social and economic good, it imposes the 
IWRM approach - a specific ecosystem oriented management approach which directs 
planning to the fulfillment of objectives linked to specific water bodies, and an 
emphasis on the involvement of stakeholders and information and consultation of 
citizens (Public Participation) (see Moss, 2004).266   
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
265 Galaz, V. et al., (2008). The Problem of Fit among Biophysical Systems, Environmental and resource Regimes and Broader 
Governance Systems: Insights and emerging challenges in Young,O,R.,King, L.A., & Schroeder, H.(eds.).(2008). Institutions and 
Environmental Change: Principal Findings, Application, and Research Frontiers. Boston: Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
 
266 Integration in IWRM relates to a wide range of dimensions, including integration across water resources (surface water, 
groundwater, freshwater, coastal etc.), water uses, environmental objectives, water legislation, policy measures and decision making 
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With reference only to the issues of interest to this PhD dissertation, the  EU WFD 
provision on Public Participation can be seen as a conduit and opportunity for 
“enhancing” the mutual understanding  and the wellbeing of people involved” , 
essentially re-phrasing WFD terminology into the language of the title of this PhD 
dissertation. 
 
Although the EU WFD is the same for all EU Member States, the cultural, 
administrative and political systems in which this legislation is implemented differ 
considerably. 
 
This in turn influences the institutional and organizational architecture of those regime 
structures tasked to ‘spearhead’ the RBM planning process and to select the most 
suitable PP scheme for maximizing ‘planning’ performance in a given district.   
 
Regardless of their institutional setup however, each RBD (River Basin District) tasked 
to make and implement the RBM plans: 
 
• sits in the ‘hub of intersecting  institutional arrangements’ and is nested in a 
vertical governance structure with the EU (and, in case of transborder  RBDs,  
the roof coordinating entities ) at one end and the national regional or municipal 
government authorities  at the other, resulting in a complex hierarchical and  
polycentric multilevel network of governance) 
 
• is mandatory called to include PP’s contributions  in their  RBMP . 
  
 
As seen in Chapter 4, 5 and 6, where the three river basins are described, the EU WFD 
and related International Conventions are: 
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• accepted and being implemented in the Sava and Tisza river basins 
• a loose paradigm for Dniester river basin. 
 
In addition, the basin case studies do not constitute completed processes; rather, they 
find themselves in different stages of process development. 
 
• ICPDR is a well-established international entity staffed  with the best highly 
qualified professionals and experts in the region; 
 
• ISRBC is developing its professional expertise while making  the  first Sava 
River Basin Plan  (due to 2012) and  working towards rehabilitating   
navigation in the river . In addition to this, it is working on defining  its  
institutional capacity by  helping countries to finalize the protocols indicated in 
the Framework Agreement on Sava River Basin  
• OSCE UNECE projects Dniester I; II and III and local Civil Society  may soon 
be crowned with the  much coveted ( transborder)  Dniester River Basin 
Commission   
 
The above outcome is the result of many factors among which need to be singled out: 
 
• the  (significant) differences that  exist  in “EU’s status and expectations of 
individual Sava, Tisza and Dniester river basins States as well in their 
socioeconomic parameters;  
 
• the effective contributions of “EU led water Track Two diplomacy” in 
promoting and helping the states to achieve  the  EU WFD’s goals in Danube 
(and Black Sea) region (s)  (in parallel with the Nordic Baltic region), a 
contribution visibly embodied in the regional actors supervising the making of 
Sava RBMP: ISRBC; Tisza RBMP : ICPDR; and supporting the actors  
advocating the definition and adoption of  the Dniester river basin styled in 
accordance with EU WFD. 
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The oldest and most influential actor in the region is the International Commission for 
the Protection of Danube River (ICPDR) a regional “roof facilitator” which self-define 
role is “ …. to compliment and assist national actions (required by WFD) by providing 
a coherent framework with links to the international levels on one hand, and by offering 
a strategic approach to organizing actions – with possible implications for securing 
funding – on the other hand.” (ICPDR 2003) 
 
Since 2004, ICPDR267 is in charge of making the Tisza River Basin Management Plan 
according to  the EU WFD, which is mandatory for the (now)  EU Tisza river basin 
Member States of Romania, Slovakia and Hungary and needs to be agreed upon with 
the non EU Member States of Serbia and Ukraine.  
 
Heir of the legacy of former Yugoslavia’ Sava river management experience is now the 
International Sava River Basin Commission (ISRBC) which has been set up in 2005 as 
result of the ratification of Framework Agreement on Sava River Basin (FASRB) 
signed in 2002   by the countries that succeeded former Yugoslavia: Slovenia, Croatia, 
Bosnia I Herzegovina and, at that time, Serbia and Montenegro. Following its 2007 
independence, Montenegro has the status of Observer in the ISRBC. Though formally 
independent, ISRBC cooperates closely with the Danube Commission for navigation 
matters and with ICPDR all other water related issues since the Sava rRver is the main 
tributary of the Danube.  
 
Although the Dniester River Basin still falls short of meeting the Directive’s central 
tenet of management at a ‘basinwide’ scale, the International Community (mainly 
OSCE, UNECE, UNEP, with the financial backing of Sweden and Finland) is 
vigorously working towards this aim since 2002.  
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  “At the first Ministerial Meeting of the ICPDR, held in December 2004, ministers and high-level representatives of the five 
Tisza countries signed the Memorandum of Understanding on International Integrated Tisza River Basin Coordination 
Development. At the same time the ICPDR established the Tisza Group for coordination. The Tisza Group is a platform for 
strengthening coordination and the exchange of information related to international and regional activities in the Tisza River Basin 
to ensure harmonisation and effectiveness”. Source ICPDR.org (2011).	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The wide disparity in development stages indentified among the three basins coupled 
with the limited documentation/literature available on the core issue of this dissertation, 
namely the “enhancement of mutual understanding and wellbeing of people involved”, 
does not lend itself to a research undertaking that can withstand the requirements of a 
full-fledged comparative analysis.  
 
7.3.a. On documentation available on  “public participation”  
 
Sava river basin 
Ever since the ISRBC became operational in 2005, the deadline for the completion of 
the first Sava RBMP was deferred to 3-4 years after the official EU WFD’ schedule.   
 
Since 2007, ISRBC has identified the criteria for granting the status of “Observer” to 
interested parties (see Table 4.3) but has still not defined its policy with regard to the 
‘key stakeholders’, whose involvement is required for finalizing the Sava RBMP. 
Judging from REC’s draft proposal (examined in Chapter 4, which has been approved 
by the Commission), it seems that the ISRBC will favor the adoption of a key 
stakeholder PP regime molded along the lines of the ICPDR, with emphasis on their 
direct involvement of stakeholders in basin development.   
 
Tisza river basin  
The Tisza RBMP is developing under the stewardship of the ICPDR Tisza Group and  
is on track with the EU WFD’s schedule.  
 
The Public Participation process has been carried out according to the PP regime of the 
ICPDR, presented in comparison with the ISRBC PP regime in Chapter 4.    
 
At the moment of the finalization of this PhD dissertation (April 2011), the 
contributions of stakeholders to the making of Tisza RBMP are in the  ICPDR editing 
stage and they may not be available until the plan has been duly approved by the 
interested states and  EU competent authorities. 
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Some insights on the contribution of stakeholders to the definition of Tisza RBMP can 
be gained from the ICPDR stakeholder meeting reports, available for download on 
ICPDR’s website.   
 
 
Dniester river basin  
The documentation that is available in English limits itself to describing : 
• how the public participation initiatives envisioned by the OSCE and UNECE are 
being implemented in the Dniester I, II and III ‘vehicle’ projects for fostering 
public participation;  
• the information, awareness and advocacy activities carried out by the 
(predominantly internationally sponsored) NGOs and Civil Society 
organizations.  
 
 
7.4. Conclusion 
Although the documentation available does not allow for the much coveted comparative 
analysis of the contributions of (key) stakeholders to the enhancement of mutual 
understanding and wellbeing of a basin’s people through the development of their 
respective RBM plans, the research conducted lends itself well to exploring the 
significance of the following several considerations.  
 
In drawing a comparison between the PP regime of the ICPDR with that of the 
International Commission for the Protection of the Rhine (ICPR), it can safely be 
concluded that that the former has adopted a much more formalized, top- down 
approach in crafting and enacting its PP strategy and the criteria for qualifying key 
stakeholders in the preparation of the Danube’s RBM Plan and those of its main sub 
basins, including Tisza’s.  
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As far as ISRBC’s PP regime is concerned, all indications so far point to the favoring of  
ICPDR type of model.  
 
The main rational for this choice seems to be dictated by:   
• Its contracting party base, followed by its sociopolitical heterogeneity. With 15 
parties(14 states + the EU), it is by far the most international river basin in the 
world comprised of states exhibiting significantly different EU integration 
levels/prospects, socioeconomic parameters and “Europeness” expectations;  
• the number and complexity of  transborder sub basins covered; 
• the adverse impact of Danube discharges on the Black Sea waters.  
 
In making the Danube RBMP , the ICPDR limits itself to availing of the contributions 
of those key stakeholders capable of providing a superior representation of all relevant 
‘basin perspectives’ and of demonstrating their expertise in solving the complex issues 
that the management of the Danube entails.  As such, these stakeholders are usually 
represented by individuals who have the capacity to capture the content, the process and 
the context of the issues at hand (Mitchell 2002) or borrowing from Fiorino (1990), 
those endowed with ‘significant instrumental and substantive capacity’.  Capturing the 
content implies the capacity to assimilate further information, to process this 
information into knowledge and practical capabilities and interdependencies. An 
aggregation of such type of individuals establishes a multi-stakeholder platform because 
they understand the interdependencies that solving a complex river basin management 
issue requires. For this niche of people, PP stretches beyond pedestrian competing 
claims and as participants, they are inspired to find innovative ways to solving issues 
(‘social learning’) or enhancing the manageability of issues at hand (Verhallen  as cited  
in Warner, 2007)268 
 
In the opinion of the PhD candidate, the choice made by ICPDR to ‘restrict’ 
participation may be a sound choice from a negotiation standpoint but not necessarily so 
for paying due attention to the specific needs of each sub basin, especially of those that 
are the size of a medium size Danube state (with a population of ca. 6-8 million, such as 
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 Verhallen in Warner (2007). 
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the Tisza and Prut for instance). The latter have already shown to be mobilizing 
themselves in the direction of pursuing a formal commission.  
 
The main rational for ISRBC to eventually adopt a PP regime that draws on ICPDR’s 
experience seems to be: 
• the affirmation of the national identities of the Contracting Parties , the four 
largest countries that have emerged from the dissolution of former Yugoslavia 
as well as the need to overcome and sooth the socioeconomic cleavages the 
recent war has left in the basin. A task ISRBC is called to contribute by helping 
the four parties signatory to the “Framework Agreement on Sava River 
Basin”(FASRB) in finalizing the remaining  protocols.  
 
• The uncontroversial fact that the Sava is the largest tributary of the Danube, 
which sheds light on its importance as a river route for for barges and vessels 
coming to and from the Danube. 
 
In the case of the Dniester river basin, a transborder river governance regime does 
exist, albeit being too infirm to be able to address the severity of its distressed  
environment. In such a context,  Public Participation, availing of the support provided 
by the international community, strives to establish itself as a recognized grassroot 
initiative advocating an IWRM ,basinwide approach for managing the DRB.  
 
As seen in Chapter 6, the International Community, through the implementation of 
Dniester I, II and III projects, has been actively fostering the awareness of  the need of a 
new water resources transborder governance for addressing Dniester’s severe 
environmental issues among citizens, scholars and decision makers of both Moldova 
and Ukraine.  
 
In this case it can safely be assumed that the PP process - which sees all the Moldovan 
and Ukrainian NGOs united in a transborder network - consists in promoting and 
lobbying for the establishment of the Dniester Basin Commission. 
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The PP process has been conducive to the development of a “draft  agreement”  
Moldovan – Ukraine  for the establishment of a (transborder)  Dniester River Basin 
Commission, ready  for signature, (it needs to be noted that a signature alone is not 
enough as the initiative may stay on paper meaning that problems will remain 
unresolved provided that they fail to get the ‘buy-in’ from stakeholders that will keep 
the initiative afloat. 
 
It is worthy to point out that the “draft agreement” promoted and facilitated by the PP 
process has provisions for accommodating and valuing the Transnistrian  collaboration 
into the Dniester Commission, acting as a testament to the  fact that water  can be  a 
conduit to cooperation,  stability and peace, even in war ravaged regions. 
 
This draft agreement ‘accomplishment’ bears semblance to what the phD candidate’ has 
been able to achieve for the Sava River in his professional capacity as Table II Expert 
with Stability Pact for Southeastern Countries269. 
  
The Sava agreement has set a precedent for the disaster prone Tisza basin countries and 
has been the main source of inspiration for the OSCE/UNECE Dniester joint initiative. 
 
The Dniester case study provides evidence in support of the claim that:  
 
• grassroot initiatives can move beyond informing and  triggering  awareness of 
citizens for consulting them and conveying their will in the definition of the 
river basin plan objectives and projects; 
 
• for these kinds of initiatives  to be successful, the support of third parties-such as 
mediators that facilitate the process, dialogue with CAs and financial support- is 
required. 
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 The phD candidate has conceived the Letter of Intent behind the Sava River Initiative, devised the negotiating draft agreement 
and faciliatated the 18 months of negotiations that led to the signature of the Framework Agreement on the Sava River Basin 
(FASRB) by the countries of Slovenia, Croatia ,Bosnia & Herzegovina and the former Serbia& Montenegro as well as to the 
endorsement of the first Sava River Basin Project plan by the International community donor countries.  
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Furthermore, the pooling of all environmental NGOs’ efforts into the “transborder” 
network “Eco-TIRAS International Environmental Association of River Keepers of 
Dniester”, as well as the dialogue established between  Civil Society  representatives 
and  representatives of the two riparian countries in open forums may prove to be an 
important asset for the Dniester River Commission (once established). 
   
This important interplay of actors and its learning effects is often referred to as social 
learning (Craps, 2003)270.  
 
 The Dniester case provides the important piece of evidence that the social learning a PP 
process might engender enact may effectively enhance the mutual understanding of 
riparian people. 
 
The best common feature of all three chosen case studies is the increasingly successful 
yearly celebration of the “River Basin day”, an awareness initiative first pioneered in a 
small river basin river crossing the German border with France and since then replicated 
in almost all transborder river basins in Europe.  
 
This initiative designed to enhance the awareness of the river basin as a new 
geomorphological spatial unit of development is increasingly successful in promoting a 
new common identity for the basin people involved.  
 
Last but not least there is an eclipsed feature that links all these three case studies: “the 
role of  professional  transborder river basins community informal network”  
 
As Karkkainen observed the long-established governance systems, bound to the 
principle of sovereignty, often fall into crisis. New forms of governance increasingly 
include non-governmental stakeholder groups into unconventional institutional 
arrangements (Karkkainen, 2005)271. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
270 Craps, M. (Ed.) (2003). Social Learning in River Basin Management.  
271 Karkkainen, Bradley C. (2005): “Transboundary ecosystem governance: Beyond sovereignty?”  in in Bruch, Carl et. al (Ed.): 
“Public Participation in the Governance of International Freshwater Resources”, United Nations University Press, Tokyo, Japan.	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It is widely recognized that effective water management is only possible with real 
involvement and commitment of the relevant stakeholders of a river basin. 
 
This is even more so in the case of transborder river basin where the mismatch between 
the ecosystem and the political-administrative spatial units may create considerable 
difficulties for an integrated water resources management.   
 
Engendering an effective PP process at transborder scale might prove to be very 
challenging but the reward may pay back since PP process can helps competing 
governments within an international basin to find new ways of co-operation since, 
particularly in transborder river basins, stakeholders are more often geared towards 
regarding natural boundaries than administrative ones.  
 
In the opinion of the PhD candidate , they are the “new Track Two  water knowledge  
intensive diplomats”  who spread the best IWRM practices in the river basin basins  set 
up by the  “early   “basin carving” Track Two water diplomacy” to allow for the start of  
EU  WFD  implementation   
 
Furthermore these stakeholders are professionals who tend to build up informal 
networks with the aim of smoothening information exchange, in the process creating 
pools of expertise in water management practice which people can rely on in critical 
times. 
 
 As the work of Gunderson272 indicated, and the PhD candidate experience confirms, 
these so-called “shadow networks” are able to remain more independent in cases where 
formalized processes fail in their objectives. As a result, shadow networks may drive the 
process to the development of new governance approaches and institutions (Gunderson, 
1999). 
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 Gunderson, L. (1999). Resilience, flexibility and adaptive management - - antidotes for spurious certitude? Conservation 
Ecology 3,(1) 
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Thus fostering public participation in transborder river basin management is not only an 
add-on to conventional management regimes. It can also be a strong instrument on the 
way towards innovative and adaptive approaches under newly arising challenges or in 
the case of government crisis. 
 
7.4.a. Final remarks  
The comparative analysis of the Public Participation process regimes in these three case 
studies has been conducted without guiding references there is still a void in literature 
on the comparison of the different water governance regimes in transborder river basins 
induced by the implementation of the EU WFD, and in particular for those basins 
extending in and around EU borders.  
The comparative analysis is not conducive to firm conclusions due to the fact that the 
new water governance regimes induced by EU WFD in the three case studies are at very 
different stages of development. 
 
Nevertheless, specific features that may have significant impact on the evolution of the 
PP processes considered have been singled out and may be of use for future 
investigations. 
 
 As a concluding remark, it is worthy to point out that the meaning of IWRM and Public 
Participation defy any easy categorization since they are subject to dynamic 
interpretation by all stakeholders. 
 
Moreover the objectives and preferred modes of PP vary with the changing of the 
understandings of the issue at stake and with the evolving role and nature of the 
participants.  
 
Furthermore, interpretation of the objectives of IWRM and the participatory practices 
that support them change as problems are being identified and as solution are being 
developed. How all this type of societal problems known as “wicked” may “enhance the 
mutual understanding and wellbeing of people involved” may remain (always) an open 
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question ………..but certainly not one towards which society can be indifferent 
considering that all River Basin Management Plans have investments and price tags on 
them, as the following ICPDR diagram(Figure 7.3) - presenting future Infrastructure 
projects planned by 2015-may shed light on. 
 
Thus it may be safe to conclude with the African popular saying- “The beauty of a beast 
is ….in the pot.” 
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Figure 7.3: ‘The Big POT behind’ 
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